an 
n Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


> Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


| $ 
EL 
A 
vi 
| 

ह 

Fa 
\ 54 
54 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


$ 


=> 


Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


ETF a 


Ss 
CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Researc 


THREE LITTLE KNOWN ADVAITINS 


I ublic Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


kaa 


८८-७0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


THREE LITTLE KNOWN ADVAITINS 


[ Anubhutisvariipdcarya, Advaitavidydcdrya and 
Kavitarkika Cakravarti Nrsimhabhattopadhydaya | 


Dr S. REVATHY, M.A. Ph.D. 


Lecturer, Dept. of Sanskrit 
University of Madras 


UNIVERSITY OF MADRAS 
1990 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


. 


Thesis Approved for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in the 
University of Madras in 1986. 


OS 


ews 


| 
l 
l 
l 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


FOREWORD 


Dr (Mrs) Revathy, Lecturer in the Department of Sanskrit 
worked as a U.G.C. Junior Research Fellow in the Department 
from 1982 to 1986 and wrote her doctoral thesis on “Three 
Little Known Advaitins”. The thesis earned for her the Ph.D. 
Degree of the University of Madras in 1986. It is now published 
by the University under its scheme of publishing research theses. 


The Advaita preceptors covered in this thesis are Anubhiti- 
svariipa, Advaitavidyacarya and Kavitarkika Cakravarti Nrsimha- 
Bhattopadhyaya. The work is a substantial contribution to 
research in the field of Indian Philosophy. The three classical 
writers on Advaita who form the subject of the book have been 
well chosen for research in view of the fact that their valuable 
contributions to the school have remained comparatively un- 
known to modern scholars. A close examination of the work 
substantiates the claim of the author that the three writers have 
not been picked up at random but have been selected with an 
eye on the complementary nature of their contribution. There is 
little by way of repetition among the three writers either in the 
topics dealt with by them or in their approach to those topics. 
Thus the work maintains a thematic organization while dealing 
with three independent thinkers. 


The author has examined all the available works of the three 
thinkers as well as the important writings that throw light on 
their lives and thought. The numerous passages from original 
works carefully culled and reproduced at the back of the work 
go to support the argument of the work at every stage and reveal 
the author’s skill in documentation. 


Though Advaita is the subject of the 7 book, Dr Revathy 
shows her proficiency in Nyāya too. Such a feature has not been 
arbitrarily imported into the discussion; on the contrary, the 
author has done justice to a feature which is essentially found in 
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the technique of the writers discussed. Many post-Sankara 
Advaita writers have shown that the technique of Nyaya can 
effectively be employed in favour of Advaita. In the present 
case, Anubhitisvariipa successfully applies the mahdvidyanumana to 
refute the doctrines of the Nyaya-Vaigesika school. In explaining 
and demonstrating the Nyaya technique as employed by Anu- 
bhitisvaripa, the author has shown considerable facility. The 
detailed analysis of the mahdvidyinumina given in Sanskrit in the 
Notes to this work [pp. 24-25] substantiates the effectiveness of 
the method. Again, the influence of Nyaya writers like Gangesa 
and Raghunatha on Kavitarkika Nrsinha Bhattopidhyaya has 
been lucidly explained by her. 


The book consists of three sections; each one devoted to the 
discussion and the assessment of the contribution of a particular 
author to the growth and development of Advaita thought. 
Anubhitisvartipa occupies nearly half of the work in view of his 
larger contribution. Lucidity, depth and precision characterize 
the whole work. 


I have great pleasure in commending this work to serious 
students of Advaita. 


N. VEEZHINATHAN 
Madras Professor and Head 
10—8—1990 Department of Sanskrit 

University of Madras 
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PREFACE 


The present thesis entitled Three Little Known Advaitins is the 
result of my research work in the Department of Sanskrit, Univer- 
sity of Madras under the guidance of Dr N. Veezhinathan, 
Professor and Head of the Department of Sanskrit, University of 
Madras. 


The thesis attempts to unravel and assess the contributions 
made to the philosophy of Advaita by three writers of the post- 
Sankara period, namely, Anubhitisvaripacarya, Advaitavidya- 
carya and Kavitarkika Cakravarti Nrsimha Bhattopadhyaya. The 
reason for selecting these writers for the present thesis is that they 
are much less known than other Advaita writers, while their 
contributions to Advaita thought are no less important. 


To the authorities of the University of Madras, I am thankful 
for permitting me to work in the Department of Sanskrit for the 
Ph. D. Degree of the University of Madras. 


To the authorities of the University Grants Commission, 
New Delhi, I am grateful for awarding me the Junior Research 
Fellowship to pursue the Ph. D. Course. प 


To Dr K. Kunjunni Raja, Former Professor of Sanskrit, Uni- 
versity of Madras, I express my grateful thanks for the kind 
interest he has always taken in my research work. 


To my Professor Dr N. Veezhinathan, I am deeply grateful 
for his unfailing encouragement and moral support ever since I 
his Department in 1978. In spite of his many obligations, 
teach me and to offer guidance based on 
his mastery over the vast field of Nyaya 


joined t 
he always found time to 
his immense erudition and 
and of Advaita Vedanta. 


I will be failing in my duty if I do not record my great 
indebtedness to Dr T. P. Ramachandran, Professor (Retd.), 
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Dr Radhakrishnan Institute of Philosophy, University of Madras 
whose advice was constantly sought and always readily given. 
He has been kind enough to read the thesis and offer valuable 
suggestions and constructive criticisms. 


To Dr C. S. Sundaram, Reader, (Retd.), Department of 
Sanskrit, University of Madras, I wish to record my feeling of 
indebtedness for his kindness in reading the type-script and for his 
valuable suggestions while preparing this thesis. 


To Dr V. Jayadevan, Director, Publications Division, 
University of Madras, I express my deep sense of gratitude for 
the kind interest he has taken in regard to the publication of this 
work. 


To my husband Sri Sukumar, I am greatly indebted for his 
kind and uniform encouragement which enables me to carry on my 
academic pursuits in a sustained manner. 


That the type-script of this work was completed in time is 
chiefly due to the tireless efforts of Mr Babu Rajendran of the 
Department of Sanskrit who was immensely helpful in a great 
many other ways as well. I express my grateful thanks to him. 


To Mr K. P. Kunjunni of the office of the Department of 
Sanskrit, I am thankful for the courteous service he has rendered 
at the time of the preparation and the publication of the thesis. 


Iam thankful to the authorities of the University of Madras 
for sponsoring the publication of this work under the auspices of 


the University by utilizing the grants provided by the University 
Grants Commission. 


I express my thanks to M/s. Avvai Achukkoodam for the 


abundant and meticulous care they have bestowed on the printing 
of this work. 


Madras $ S. REVATHY 
17—8—90 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


l. The Perspective of The Thesis 


All writers professing the Advaita doctrine agree in 
regard to the fundamental principles of Advaita. These 
principles may be summed up as follows: (1) Brahman is 
the only reality and it is the true import of the Upanisad-s; 
(2) the indeterminable maya or avidy@ is responsible for 
making Brahman appear as the phenomenal world; (3) the 
individual soul is none other than Brahman; (4) the world 
is non-real like the silver which appears where there is only 
nacre; (5) the non-real world is nevertheless practically 
efficient; and, (6) the direct knowledge of Brahman is the 
sole means to liberation. 


When it comes to developing these fundamental doc- 
trines and working out their implications, whether for the 
sake of enlightening the followers of the school or for meet- 
ing the objections of critics, Advaita writers show consider- 
able originality. The variety of ways in which they deal 
with specific problems of Advaita may give the impression 
that there is more than one “school” of Advaita. But these 
variations do not in any way jeopardise the commitment 
to the basic position of Advaita which all the writers share. 
Hence it would be more proper to interpret these variations 
among writers as relating to the technique of Advaita — 
the technique of its exposition and defence — rather than 
to its content. Such is the lesson that Appayya Diksita 
impresses upon us in his Stddhdnta-leSa-sangraha — a work 
celebrated as a compendium of all the views of post-Sankara 
writers upto his time. This is the perspective which we 
shall adopt in dealing with the three writers selected for 
treatment, namely, Anubhiitisvariipacarya, Advaitavidya- 
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carya and Kavitarkika Cakravarti Nrsimha Bhattopad- 
hyaya. The approach of each of these writers to specific 
problems in Advaita is typical and unique. But in no way 
does it make a departure from the fundamental tenets of 
Advaita. Within the framework of these tenets each writer 
contributes in his own way to the strength, richness, and 
clarity of Advaita philosophy. 


2. Anubhitisvaripdcarya 


Anubhitisvariipacarya or Anubhiitisvariipa is well- 
known in the history of grammar as the author of the 
Sarasvata-Vydkarana. He wrote mainly commentaries on 
important works in Advaita. Of these, some were mention- 
ed in Mr Tripathi’s Introduction to the Tarkasangraha of 
Anandagiri.' All the three prakarana-s of Anandabodha, 
namely, the Pramānamālā, the Nydyadipdvali and the 
Nydyamakaranda have received his attention. The gloss on 
the Pramadnamala entitled Nibandha was published in the 
Advaita Sabha Series, Kumbakonam in the year 1956. 
The gloss on the Nydyadipavali known as Candrikd was 
published in the Annals of Oriental Research, University 
of Madras during the years 1954-58. But the gloss on the 
Nydyamakaranda known as Sangraha is still in manuscript 
form in Tekkematham at Kerala and a transcript of it is 
available at the Adyar Library, Madras. The other 
standard authors on whose works Anubhūtisvarūpa com- 
mented upon are Gaudapada, Sankara, Vimuktatman and 
Sriharga On Sankara’s bhdsya on the Mandukya-karika 
of Gaudapada, Anubhitisvaripa wrote a Tippana and this 
has been published by the Sanskrit Education Society, 
Madras in the year 1978. On Sankara’s bhdsya on the 
Brahma-siitra, Anubhitisvaripa wrote an extensive com- 
mentary called the Prakatdrtha-Vivarana. This was publish- 
ed as an anonymous work by the Madras University in its 
Sanskrit Series in the years 1935 and 1939. His commen- 
tary on the Ista-siddhi of Vimuktatman known as the Ista- 
stddhi-Vivarana has been available in manuscript form 
without its identity being established. A study of this 
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commentary along with the Prakatdrtha-Vivarana shows 
that it is the work of Anubhitisvariipa, and it has served 
as the basis of the commentary of Jfianottama on the Ista- 
siddhi published in the Gaekwad’s Oriental Series in 1933. 
The Ista-siddhi-Vivarana has been critically edited by a 
scholar for the Ph. D. Degree of the Madras University 

Anubhiitisvaripa’s commentary called Sisyahitaisint upon 
the Khandana-khanda-khadya of Sriharga is available in a 
single manuscript in the Big Bhandar at Jessalmere. A 
brief gloss on Sankara’s Gitd-bhdsya is still in manuscript 
form and it is available in the Adyar Library (I, p. 138b) 
and the Oriental Research Institute, Mysore (I, p. 442). 


Thus there are eight works of Anubhitisvaripa, 
namely, the Prakatartha-Vivarana, the Gitd-bhdsya-=tippana 
the Gaudapddiya-bhasya-tippana, the Ista-siddhi-Vivarana 
the Sisyahitaisini and the commentaries on the three works 
of Anandabodha 


Of these works, the manuscript of the Sisyahitaisint is 
unfort unately in an utterly undecipherable condition and 
therefore unfit for critical study. 


Anubhiutisvariipa for what all he wrote became a for- 
gotten author in the history of Advaita Vedanta. Among 
his works it was only the Prakatdrtha-Vivarana that was 
remembered in the Advaitic tradition. All his other works 
fell into oblivion. Even in respect of the Prakatartha- 
Vivarana, his real identity was lost and he was remembered 
only as the Prakatdrthakdra. 


Anandagiri whose civil name was Janardana was a 
disciple of Anubhiutisvaripa and his work Tattvdloka, as he 
himself says, was directly based on the Prakatértha-Viva- 
vana.. Anubhiitisvaripa criticizes some of Vacaspati- 
misra’s views that are embodied in his commentary Bhdmati 
on Sri Sankara’s bhésya on the Brahma-sittra. Amalananda 
in his commentary Kalpataru on the Bhdmat answers 
Anubhitisvariipa’s objections without, however, referring 
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to him by name. The details of these criticisms can be had 
in Prof. Hiriyanna’s article entitled Gleanings from the Pra- 
katdrtha. The matter that is of importance here is that 
the references in Amalananda could easily be identified as 
one to Anubhiitisvaripa. Ramananda, the author of the 
commentary Ratnaprabhd on Sri Sankara’s bhdsya on the 
Brahma-sittra seems to have had access to the Prakatdrtha- 
Vivarana, for there are instances wherein he shows the influ- 
ence of that work.‘ Appayya Diksita in his Siddhdnta-leSa- 
sangraha makes references to the Prakatdrthakdra. 


It would be evident from the above that some of the 
specific views of Anubhitisvaripa found in the Prakatar- 
tha-Vivarana were rernembered in the writings of the later 
Advaitins although his real identity was lost. 


The Late Dr V. Raghvan in his article on Anubhitis- 
varupacarya has conclusively proved the identity of Anu- 
bhūtisvarūpa as the author of the Prakatdrtha-Vivarana, 
the Ista-siddhi-Vivarana and other works.‘ 


As has been said earlier, Anandagiri, was a pupil of 


Anubhttisvaripa. He has been assigned by Mr Tripathi‘ 
to the middle of the 13th century. Amalananda, the com- 
mentator on Vacaspatimisra’s Bhdmati replies without 
mentioning the name to some of Anubhiitisvariipa’s criti- 
cisms of Vacaspatimisra. At the end of his Kalpataru, 
Amalananda states that he wrote his work under the 


Yadava king of Devagiri, Krgna (1248-1259 A.D.) and his 


brother Mahadeva. Hence we may take Anubhiitisvariipa 
as having flourished during the first half of the 13th cen- 
tury A.D. 


Anubhiutisvaripa flourished in an age when Advaita 
was the target of vigorous attack by the followers of the 
Bhedabheda school of Bhaskara. Bhāskara in his commen- 
tary on the Brahma-siitra has vehernently criticized the 


interpretation of Sri Sankara on the Brahma-siitra. In the 
wake of Bhaskara appeared Kesava, Madhava and another 
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‘writer named Amrtananda. They upheld not only the pre- 
Sankara philosophical positions of bhedabheda and parindma 
but also the ancient view that jfidna and karma are con- 
joint means to liberation. In the field of Nyāya too, one 
Kularkapandita of the eleventh century developed a new 
technique of development called mahd-vidydnumdna in his 
Dasa-Sloki-mahd-vidyd-sittra’ to confute the Mimamsa 
arguments of the eternity of sounds and to confirm the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika position that sounds are non-eternal.’ 
These special modes of syllogisms were later on adopted by 
the Nyaya-Vaisegika school to prove the existence as well 
as the eternal nature of paramdnu as the inherent cause of 
the world. All these are opposed to the fundamental tenets 
of Advaitathat Brahman is the cause of the world by being 
the substratum of mdyd, the world is mithyd and knowledge 
is the sole means to liberation. Anubhiitisvariipa in his 
Prakatdrtha-Vivarana meets the attacks of the Bhedibheda 
school on Advaita and refutes the doctrines of the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika school. 


Apart from his criticisms of the Bheddbheda and the 
Nyaya-Vaisegika school, Anubhitisvaripa has distinct 
views in regard to the nature of mdyd, God, soul and libera- 
tion. And they have considerable importance in the his- 
torical development of Advaita. 


3. Advaitavidydcarya 


About the second author Advaitavidyacarya little that 
is definite is known. His views can be gathered only from 
references to them in the Szddhdnta-leSa-sangraha of Ap- 
payya Diksita.' Prof. S.S. Suryanarayana Sastri is of the 
view that he may be identical with Appayya’s father Ranga- 
raja, who is the author of Advattavidyamukura, Vivarana- 
darpana and other works." 

Padmapada and Prakasatman hold the view that the 
reflected image is identical with the original with cer- 
tain characteristics superimposed thereon. Advaitavidya- 
carya, however, argues that the reflected image is totally 
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distinct from the original and is indeterminable. This 
view presents a difficulty. If the individual soul is a reflec- 
tion and therefore illusory, there would be none to be rele- 
ased. Advaitavidyacarya adopts the line of argument of 
Vidyaranya to overcome this difficulty. 


In regard to the question whether an illusory object 
can be practically efficient, the majority of Advaitins hold 
the view that practical efficiency is limited to the same 
grade of reality as that which is efficient. But Advaita- 
vidyacarya holds that practical efficiency may be even of 
a higher grade of reality. 


As regards the implications of the removal of avidyd 
some Advaitins hold the view that the removal of avidya 
is identical with Brahman, while some others consider that 
it is neither real, nor an absolute nothing nor indetermin- 
able butis of a fifth mode. A dvaitavidyacarya, however, is 
of the view that the removal of avidyd is momentary and 
is indeterminable. 


Further in regard to the immediacy of knowledge, 
some Advaitins are of the view that a knowledge is imme- 
diate if its content is immediate. But Advaitavidyacarya 
says that the immediacy of the knowledge of an object con- 
sists in its being helpful to the empirical usages of the 
object and also in its being identical with that object. 


There are two views in regard to the question whether 
the blissful form of the self is concealed in empirical exis- 
tence or not. Some Advaitins hold that it is concealed, 
while Advaitavidyacarya maintains that it is not conceal- 
ed. Now an objection arises that if the blissful form of the 
self is not concealed, then there will be no difference bet- 
ween bondage and release. Advaitavidyacarya answers 
this objection by referring to the analogy of the reflection 
of an object in mirrors of different degrees of purity. He 
argues that in the state of bondage superiority and inferio- 
rity in the blissful form of the self are superimposed because 
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of the purity or the impurity of the reflecting intellect. In 
the state of release no such superimposition exists. And 
this explains the difference between bondage and release. 
These are the distinct views of Advaitavidyacarya recorded 
in the Siddhdnta-lesSa-sangraha. 


4. Kavitarkika Cakravarti Nrsimha Bhattopidhydya 


The third author Kavitarkika Cakravarti Nrsimha 
Bhattopadhyaya has been assigned to 13th Century A.D. 
by Prof. S.S. Suryanarayana Sastri.'' His view on the 
nature and function of the mode of the mind (ortti) in the 
case of the erroneous cognition of shell as silver is very 
important. All Advaitins hold the view that in the case of 
the erroneous perception of shell as silver, there are two 
modes — one, a mode of mind in the form ‘This’ and 
another, a mode of avidyd in the form ‘This is silver’. But 
Kavitarkika Cakravarti maintains the view that there is 
only one mode, that is, a mode of mind in the form of 
‘This is silver’. There is a lengthy discussion of this topic 
in the Stddhdnta-leSa-sahgraha. A study of this section 
shows beyond doubt that this author has been influenced 
to a great extent by the views of Gangesopadhyaya and 
Raghunathasiromani who have systematized the Navya- 
Nyaya dialectics. This would have probably earned for 
him the title of Kavitarkika Cakravarti. 


In his commentary on the Siddhdnta-le$a-sahgraha, 
Acyutakrsnanandatirtha critically examines Kavitarkika’s 
view. Except for a free rendering in English of Kavitar- 
kika’s view accompanied by a brief introductory note to it 
in Prof. Suryanarayana Sastri’s article referred to above, 
Kavitarkika’s special contribution in the light of Acyuta- 
krsnananda’s comments has not received attention from 
modern scholars of Advaita. 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


न... 
0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


f 
HI मक 


i t S- 3 4 « 
४७०८२7४ i> mrss NS SRT y 5. 
Caen तट. A Ta 


८८-७0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


SECTION 1 


ANUBHUTISVARUPACARYA 


BRAHMAN AND MAYA 


God, soul andthe world which form the subject-matter 
of many a system of religion and philosophy are consider- 
ed as distinct realities by the schools of Visistadvaita and 
Dvaita. Advaita, on the other hand, regards these three 
as the apparent variations of a transcendental entity which 
is immutably homogeneous, bliss and non-dual. The word 
— Advaita etymologically means that wherein there is the 
absence of duality. In other words, it stands for the non- 
dual entity which is the only reality.‘ And the system that 
expounds the nature of such a reality is, by courtesy, spoken 
of as Advaita. 


Maya and its aspect — avidyd are responsible for the 
illusory manifestation of the non-dual consciousness as 
God, soul and the world. Of these, the world is mithya or 
indeterminable either as real or as an absolute nothing. 
God is a complex of the pure consciousness and maya, while 
the soul is a blend of the pure consciousness, avidyd and 
mind. The essential nature of God and that of the soul is 
pure consciousness. The former is referred to as Brahman, 
while the latter, as Atman. 


God is always aware of His identity with Brahman. 

He is, therefore, ever-released. It is only the soul which 

undergoes transmigration by falsely identifying itself with 

the mind. It must acquire the knowledge of its true nature 

which is Atman as identical with Brahman. ‘This know- 

ledge is known as self-realization. And it arises from the 
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major-texts of the Upanisad-s like tat tvam asi, etc. Thus 
the Upanisad-s are the sole means of knowing Brahman.’ 


The soul is an agent of actions — sacred and secular 
and an experient of the results of actions. It experiences 
the three states of waking, dream and deep sleep. The 
Brhaddranyaka text’ compares the soul which experiences 
the states of waking and dream in turn with a large fish 
that swims alternately to both the banks of a river. The 
same Upanisad in another text‘ points out the likeness bet- 
ween the soul that experiences the deep sleep state and a 
hawk or falcon which, having become tired after roaming 
in the sky, hastens to its nest. 


In the state of deep sleep, the sense- organs do not fun- 
ction and mind provisionally merges in avidyd. The soul 
remains as pure consciousness associated with avidyd. This 
is evidenced by the recollection which one has after coming 
back to the waking state from that of deep sleep in the 
form ‘I slept happily and I knew nothing when I was 
asleep’. This recollection involves reference to bliss and 
ignorance. Since recollection has for its antecedent con- 
dition prior experience, it must be held that the above 
recollection too in order that it may hold good must be 
based upon prior experience. It comes to this that there 
must be the experience of bliss and ignorance in the state 
of deep sleep. 


As has been said above, deep sleep state is characte- 
rized by the absence of the functioning of the well-recogniz- 
ed instruments of knowledge, namely, the sense-organs and 
mind. In spite of this there is the experience of bliss and 
ignorance. And this experience must be derived from a 
principle, which in order to avoid the fallacy of infinite 
regress, isto be admitted as self-luminous consciousness. 
It manifests of its own accord as bliss in nature. It follows 
that consciousness which is self-luminous is identical with 
bliss. Since ignorance too is manifested, the state of deep 
sleep is characterized by the presence of pure consciousness 
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and avidyd. The Chandogya text’ states that in the state 
of deep sleep the soul remains as Sat, that is, Brahman. 


In the state of dream, the sense-organs have ceased to 
function. It is only mind that is active. ‘The soul associ- 
ated with the mind experiences the dream state. In the 
state of waking, the soul is associated with mind, the sense- 
organs and the physical body and experiences the objects 
of the world. The soul experiences these three states in 
turn. 


It follows from the above that the three states of wak- 
ing, dream and deep sleep are variable and hence are not 
real. The characteristics of being an agent and an experi- 
ent too are not real in view of the fact that they are not 
noticed in the state of deep sleep. The chief reason for the 
absence of these then is the absence of mind. From this 
we may say that it is the association of mind with the soul 
that is responsible for the rise of the above characteristics. 
The relation between the soul and mind cannot be real 
because the former is sentient while the latter is insentient. 
Hence it must be held that that relation is false. Since 
it is occasional, we must refer to a cause. And that cause 
is avidyā. When avidyd is removed the soul would cease 
to be a soul and it will remain as pure consciousness which 
is liberation. 


The Brhaddranyaka text’ — 


‘The self is identified with the intellect, is present 
as the inner ruler of the senses of knowledge and 
action, and vital airs, and isimmanent in the mind 
as self-luminous consciousness’ 


speaks of the true nature of the soul asself-luminous con- 
sciousness. 


We have said that the Chaéndogya text’ states that the 
soul remains as Brahman in the state of deep sleep. The 
Brahma-sitra — 
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na sthdnato’ pi parasya ubhayalingam sarvatra hi’ 
discusses the question whether Brahman is endowed with 
attributes or not. This discussion is necessitated by the fact 
that there exist two different sets of the Upanigadic texts, | 
one stating Brahman to be endowed with attributes and 
the other as attributeless. The Chdndogya text’ — 


‘It possesses desires which come true, purposes which 
come true’ conveys that Brahman is endowed with 
attributes. 


The Taittiriya text '°— 
‘That from which these beings arise, from which 
they derive their existence and manifestation and 


into which they lapse back at the time of dissolu- 
tion — seek to know That, That is Brahman’ 


speaks of Brahman as associated with the characteristic of 
being the cause of the world. 


The Brhaddranyaka text- 


‘Brahman is neither gross nor subtle, neither 
short nor long .. it is neither air nor space; it is 
unattached; it is without taste or smell, without 
eyes or ears without tongue or mind,’ etc. 


speaks of Brahman as free from all attributes. 


The prima facie view is that Brahman intrinsically 
possesses these two aspects. Sri Sankara states that it 
cannot be so. It is not possible to ascertain that one object 
intrinsically possesses attributes and at the same time is 
free from any attribute. It might be said that the attri- 
butes are adventitiously presented upon Brahman because 
of the latter’s association with the objects of the world and 
these attributes are real. This contention is wrong. It is 
because an object will not acquire a different nature even 
by association with am adjunct. A crystal which is transpa- 
rent never becomes non-transparent because ofits associa- 
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tion with resin, etc. The cognition of the crystal as 
non-transparent is certainly erroneous. In the same way, 
in Brahman which is pure consciousness the attributes are 
presented by maya and hence they are not real. Of the 
two aspects of Brahman set forth in the two different sets 
of the Upanisadic texts, we have to take that aspect which 
is attributeless.as the essential nature of Brahman. This is 
in accordance with the teaching of the Kathopanisad™ 
that Brahman is free from sound, of touch, of form, unde- 
caying, devoid of taste, eternal, devoid of odour, etc. Sri 
Sankara states that the Upanisad-s thus dwell on the 
cosmic character of Brahman and also on its acosmic aspect. 
Of these two, it is only the acosmic aspect that constitutes 
the essential nature of Brahman. This can only be realized 
as identical with one’s self. The other aspect is intended for 
meditation.'* 


Brahman which is attributeless is of the nature of 
reality, consciousness, bliss and infinitude. The Taittiriya 
text-"* 


satyam jridnam anantam brahma 


and the Brhaddranyaka text" 
vijhidnam dnandam brahma 


affirm so. It is thus: the words satya, etc., have similar case- 
endings and they are juxtaposed. They are, therefore, 
intended to convey the identity of their senses. Such an 
identity is possible only if they convey Brahman as of the 
nature of reality, etc., and not as one possessing reality, 
etc., as its qualities. 


The function through which the words convey Brahman 
as of the nature of reality, etc., and not as one possessing 
these as qualities is known as secondary signification. This 
is in sharp contrast to the primary signification. The latter 
is the function which is present in a word through which 
the latter conveys its sense through one of the following 
media, namely, a relation, a quality, an activity or a class- 
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characteristic. ‘The expression ‘the servant of a king’ 
conveys the sense of a servant through the medium - the 
relation of being a servent to the king which exists in the 
sense that is conveyed. The word ‘blue’ in the expression 
‘a blue lotus’ conveys the sense of the lotus through the 
medium, namely, the quality of blue colour which is 
present in the lotus. The word ‘cook’ signifies a person who 
cooks through the medium, namely, the activity of cooking 
that is present in the person. The word ‘cow’ gives rise to 
the knowledge of the animal ‘cow’ through the medium of 
‘cowness’ which is present in the animal that is conveyed. 
Thus a word could convey a sense through primary signifi- 
cation, only if the sense that is conveyed possesses one of 
the above factors, namely, a quality, an activity, a relation 
or a class-characteristic. 


The secondary signification is the function of a word 
through which the latter conveys a sense that is different 
from but invariably associated with its primary meaning. 
The principle that governs this function is that the literal 
meaning of an expression must be incompatible. This 
function is three-fold: 


l. The first kind is that through which a word com- 
pletely abandons its primary meaning and conveys another 
sense. This is adopted in the case of the sentence ‘A 
hamlet is on the Ganges’, The primary meaning of the 
word — Ganges is the current of the river, and the presence 
of a group of houses thereon — which is the literal meaning 
is opposed to perception. Hence the word — Ganges 
abandons its primary meaning, namely, the current of the 
river and conveys the sense of the bank which is invariably 
connected with the primary sense. The meaning of the 
sentence is: there exists a group of houses on the bank of 
the river — Ganges. This function through which a word 
abandons its primary meaning and conveys a sense different 
from it is known as jahallaksand. 


2. The second one is that through which a word 
retains its primary meaning and conveys another sense 
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connected with it. This is noticed in the case of the ex- 
pression ‘The red runs’. The literal meaning, namely, the 
red colour running’ is incompatible and so the word ‘red’ 
retains its primary meaning of red colour and conveys the 
sense of horse to which the red colour belongs. The mean- 
ing of the sentence is ‘A red horse runs’. This function 
through which a word retains its primary meaning and 
conveys a sense that is related to it is known as a-jahallak- 
Sand. 


3. The third one is that through which a word re- 
tains a part of its primary sense and abandons another 
part. This is adopted in the case of the expressions such 
as ‘This isthat Devadatta’ and the like. The word ‘this’ 
conveys the sense of Devadatta as related to the present 
time and a particular place. The term ‘that’ conveys the 
sense of Devadatta as related to the past time and a dif- 
ferent place. The primary senses thus conveyed are 
complex entities involving an adjectival feature and a sub- 
stantive part. The adjectival feature in the primary sense 
of the term ‘this’ is the present time and a particular 
place, and that in the primary sense of the term ‘that’ is 
the past time and a different place. The substantive part, 
namely, the person — Devadatta is the same in both the 
senses. There cannot be any identity between the primary 
meanings because such an identity would require the iden- 
tity of the adjectival parts too which, however, isim- 
possible. So the words ‘this’ and ‘that’ leave out their 
respective adjectival parts and convey their substantive 
parts. The sentence thus conveys the person-in-himself. 


The function through which a word retains a part of its 


primary sense and abandons another part of it is known as 
jahad-ajahallaksana." 


The words satya, etc., cannot convey Brahman through 
primary signification because Brahman is free from quality, 
activity, relation or a class-characteristic. The Brhadāran- 


yaka texts — 
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asangohyayam purusah'* and asango na hi sajjate' 


which state that Brahman is supra-relational and being 
supra-relational it is unattached specifically deny the rela- 
tion of any factor in the case of Brahman. Hence the 
words of the Upanisad-s could convey Brahman through 
secondary signification only. 


Brahman is the one eternal reality. All finite things 
exist through it; it is the root essence of the world. The 
phenomenal entities such as space, etc., are empirically real 
in the sense that they are sublated by the knowledge of 
Brahman. ‘The word satya primarily signifies the blend of 
Brahman and the empirically real phenomenal elements. 
fiidna or knowledge, according to Advaita, is only a blend 
of the mental state and Brahman — the pure consciousness. 
When a sense-organ comes into contact with its respective 
object, mind too comes out through the sense-organ, 
reaches the place of the object and undergoes modification 
in the form of that object. This modification of the mind 
is known as mental state or vriti. It is inspired by the re- 
flection of consciousness in it. The blend of the mental 
state and consciousness is known as knowledge. The word 
jiidna primarily signifies it. Ananda or bliss is only the re- 
flection of the bliss-form of consciousness in the mental state 
which arises owing to the contact of sense-organs with 
pleasant objects. The word ७८८८४८ primarily signifies the 
complex of the mental state and the reflection of the bliss- 
form of consciousness in it. In the same way, space is 
considered in ordinary experience to be ananta. This means 
that it is not conditioned by the three factors of time, space 
and objects. This dnantya or infinitude is only provisional 
in the case of space, as the latter being an effect is subject 
to destruction by the knowledge of Brahman. Brahman 
being not an effect and being all-pervasive is not condi- 
tioned by the above three factors. The word ananta pri- 
marily conveys the blend of Brahman and the phenomenal 
entity — the space. 
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We said in the text — satyam jiidnam anantam brahma*® 
and in the text — vijfidnam dnandam brahma,*' the words — 
satya, jildna, ananta and dnanda are juxtaposed and 
have similar case-endings and so they are intended to con- 
vey the identity of their senses. Here the primary senses 
are all complex entities. And the- identity of these would 
require the identity of their adjectival parts too. The latter 
being varied, cannot be identical with one another. The 
result of this argument is that there cannot be any identity 
of the complex entities too which are the primary senses. 
This leads us to resort to the secondary signification. The 
words like satya, etc., convey Brahman — the substantive 
part by abandoning the adjectival parts through the func- 
tion known as jahad-ajahallaksand. The text as a whole 
conveys one concept, namely, Brahman. This sense is 
known as akhandartha. 


Now it is objected that if the words such as satya and 
the like convey one and the same sense, namely, Brahman, 
then they are to be treated as synonyms. Anubhiitisvariipa 
in his commentary Nibandha answers this objection by 
stating that it is true that these words convey one and the 
same object. Yet they do not become synonyms as their 
primary meanings are different. The primary meanings 
are known as pravrttinimitia. That is, they serve as the 
ground for the use of the words in regard to their secon- 
dary sense. If the words convey one and the same object 
through the same ground [pravrttinimitta] then they are 
synonymous. In the present case the words convey 
Brahman, through different grounds and so they are not 
synonymous.” 


An objection suggests itself at this stage: if all the words 
are admitted to convey one and the same sense, then it 
might be said that only one word is sufficient and all the 
other words are superfluous. 


Anubhitisvaripa in his Jsta-siddhi-Vivarana answers 
this by stating that each word has a specific role to play. 
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The words satya, jiidna, ananta and dnanda which give us the 
knowledge that Brahman is of the nature of reality, cons- 
ciousness, infinitude and bliss, respectively eliminate the 
false notion that Brahman is non-real, insentient, limited 
and afflicted. Since the purpose served by each one of 
them is different, they are not superfluous.’! 


Another objection raised against the contention that 
Brahman is secondarily signified by the words of the 
Upanisad-s is this: in ordinary experience we find that the 
word — Ganges secondarily signifies the sense of banks 
which is known to be the primary meaning of the word — 
banks. From this we may deduce an invariable relation 
in this form ‘which ever is secondarily signified -is the 
primary meaning of a word’. When viewed in this light, 
Brahman, not being the primary meaning of any word, 
cannot be secondarily signified. 


Anubhiitisvaripa rejects this contention in his Ista- 
siddhi-Vivarana. He states that just as the criterion for 
the rise of smoke is fire only and not the tawny colour pre- 
sent in it, in the same way, the criterion for taking a word 
in its secondary sense does not lie in the latter being known 
as the primary meaning of some other word. What is re- 
quired is that the sense which is to be secondarily signified 
must be known. Brahman, being self-luminous, is manifested 
of its own accord. When it is said thus, what is meant is 
that there does not arise any doubt or contrary notion as 
regards the existence of one’s self which is identical with 
Brahman. Hence it could be secondarily signified. It 
may be added here that this view is based upon the 
Samksepasariraka.*° 


So far we have said that according to the Upanisad-s 
the soul is a blend of pure consciousness, ००१८५८ - and 
mind. It acquires the characteristics of being an agent 
and an experient because of its false association with mind. 
God is a blend of pure consciousness and maya and He is 
endowed with the characteristic of being the cause of the 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


८८-७0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


Brahman and Maya 19 


world because of the association with mdyd; and, the essen- 
tial nature of both God and the soul is pure conscious- 
ness. The former is designated as Brahman, and the latter 
as Atman. 


Now it is easier to explain the logical significance of 
the major text - tat tvam asi. The terms tat and tvam con- 
stituting the text have similar case-endings and are juxta- 
posed. They are, therefore, intended to convey the identity 
of their senses. The term tat primarily signifies God who 
is a complex of the pure consciousness and mdyd and who 
possesses the characteristic of being the cause of the world. 
The term tvam primarily signifies the soul which is a com- ` 
plex of the pure consciousness, avidyã and mind and which 
is an agent of actions and an experient of the results of 
actions. There cannot be any identity between these two 
senses in view of the mutually contradictory features that 
are present in them. Hence secondary signification is be- 
ing resorted to. The term tat through jahad-ajahallaksana 
leaves out a part of its primary sense, namely, maya and its 
characteristics and convey the other part, namely, the pure 
consciousnees which is designated as Brahman. The term 
tvam, through jahad-ajahallakgand leaves out a part of its 
primary sense, namely, avidyd - mind and its characteri- 
stics and convey the other part, namely, the pure consci- 
ousness which is designated as Atman. The sentence as a 
whole conveys the identity or more strictly the non-differ- 
ence between the two. The logical significance of the text 
is the single concept, namely, the identity of Brahman and 
Atman. This is the explanation which Anubhitisvaripa 
offers in his commentary ८००८००८. 


It must be noted here that the words tat and tvam 
convey a single concept through secondary signification. 
Anubhitisvaripa in his commentary Sangraha points out 
that words could convey a single concept even without re- 
sorting to secondary signification. Panini, for example, in 


his aphorism - 
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prdtipadikarthalingaparimdnavacanamdtre prathama*’ 


states that the nominative case-suffix added to the nominal 
stem | prdatipadika] does not convey any sense other than the 
sense of the stem. This may be explained thus: the stem 
pata and the nominative case-termination are not synony- 
mous. Yet they convey together the single entity — the 
cloth. Thus Panini accepts the import of the words which 
are not synonymous to be only one concept which is 
akhandārtha.™® Hence there need be no doubt regarding 
the view that the import of a sentence could be a single 
concept. It may be added here that this view is set forth 
in the Samksepasdriraka too.*° 


Thus according to the Advaitins the Upanisad-s speak 
of Brahman as non-different from the essential nature of 


the soul and also of the nature of non-dual consciousness 
and bliss. $ 


The Upanisad-s speak of Brahman as pure conscious- 
ness and also as the cause of the world. In order to explain 
the relation of Brahman — the sentient principle to the 
world of phenomena, the Upanisad itself introduces the 
principle of méyd. The text of the SvetdSvataropanisad- 


te dhydnayoganugatah apasyan devatmasaktim 
svagunaih nigitdham*' 


refers to the existence of 72096 in the self-luminous con- 
sciousness — Brahman. 


The relation of maya to Brahman cannot be real be- 
cause Brahman is sentient while m@yd is not so. Hence the 
relation must be false. The cause of the false relation of 
maya to Brahman is to be admitted as 77९76 itself. If we 
admit some other cause as bringing about such a relation, 
then it might be asked whether that cause is related to 
Brahman or not. If it is not related to Brahman, then it is 
not efficacious in bringing about the relation of maya to 
Brahman. If it is related to Brahman, then the question 
arises as to what is the cause that accounts for its relation 
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to Brahman. If another cause were admitted, then there 
would arise the fallacy of infinite regress. Hence it must be 
admitted that mdyd itself is responsible for its relation to 
Brahman. 


Maya thus related to Brahman undergoes transforma- 
tion [parindma] in the form ofthe world. Méyd and the 
world have the same level of reality, namely, empirical 
reality as both of them are removable by the direct know- 
ledge of Brahman. It is on this ground it is said that the 
world is the transformation or parindma of mayd. The 
latter is held to be the transformative material cause 
[parindmyupadana] of the world. The SvetdSvatara text — 


mayam tu prakrtim vidyät mdyinam tu maheSvaram™ 


which speaks of méyd that is located in Brahman as the 
primal cause of the world refers to this kind of material 
causality in respect of mdyd. 


Brahman, by being the substratum of méyd whose 
transformation is the world, is figuratively spoken of as the 
cause of the world. Brahman is absolutely real while the 
world is empirically real. Thus Brahman and the world 
belong to two different levels of reality. The world is 
characterized as the transfiguration or vivarta of Brahman. 
The latter is designated as the transfigurative material 
cause [vivartopdddana| of the world. The Taittiriya text 
which speaks of Brahman as the cause of the world refers 
to this kind of material causality in the case of Brahman. 
This point will be discussed in detail in the Chapter on 
‘The World’ in the present thesis. 


Earlier we cited the Svet@$vatara text’ which speaks of 
7269७ as the Sakti that is present in the self-luminous con- 
sciousness — Brahman. We have also said above that maya 
is the transformative material cause of the world. Sri 
Sankara in his commentary on the Brahma-sittra states that 
the world at the time of dissolution merges in the Sakti, 
that is, mdya and it proceeds from it at the time of crea- 
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tion. If this position is not admitted, then there arises the 
contingency of the world arising quite accidentally.’ From 
this it follows that Sakti is a separate category. This view 
is totally opposed to that of the Naiyayika-s who reduce 
Sakti to the category of abhdva. We shall discuss this in 
some detail. 


The Purvdémimamsa school proves Sakti as a separate 
category thus: fire causes burns in the palm that is in close 
contact with itt But if a spell or charm is employed, it 
does not cause the burns. From this it follows that fire 
possesses the Sakti to burn and that Sakti is destroyed when 
a spell is employed. It ison this ground that Sakti must 
be admitted to be a separate category. 


The Naiyayika-s do not favour this position. Udayana, 
for example, argues that just as fire is the cause of burns, in 
the same way, the absence of the counteracting factor, that 
is, spell too is the cause. In other words, it is the aggre- 
gate of fire and the absence of the counteracting factor that 
serves as the cause of burns. Ifa spell is employed, then 
one of the factors of the aggregate, namely, the absence of 
the counteracting factor is not present. As a result the 
causal aggregate itself is not present and so the effect in the 
form of burns does not arise. If the spell is not employed, 
then there is the absence of the counteracting factor which 
is one of the factors of the causal aggregate. The latter as 
such exists and so the effect ensues. Thus without admit- 
ting Sakti as a separate category and by admitting abhava as 
the cause of an effect, the Naiyayika-s assert that Sakti need 
not be admitted asa separate category. Udayana sums up 
the above position in his Vydyakusumdiijali thus: 


prattbandho visdmagri taddhetuh pratibandhakah** 
This text may be explained as follows: the causal 
aggregate in the present case consists of fire and the ab- 


sence of spell. Hence the absence of spell is the cause. 
Its absence is the spell. It is visGmagri and it is the impe- 
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diment - pratibandha. One who employs the spell is the 
pratibandhaka. 


Anubhitisvartipa rejects the view of Udayana thus: 
when all the causes are present and when the effect does 
not originate on account of some factor, then the latter is 
referred to by the term - pratibandhaka. The Naiyayika 
cannot refer to the spell by the term pratibandhaka. It is 
because he includes the absence of the spell in the causal 
aggregate and argues that if the spell is present then the 
causal aggregate does not exist and it is the absence of the 
causal aggregate that accounts for the absence of the effect. 
As such there could be no factor that could be referred to 
by the term pratibandhaka. 


Further, Udayana’s classification of the spell as prati- 
bandha and the one who employs the spell as pratibandhaka 
is not valid. In ordinary experience, it is only the spell 
that is referred to by the term pratibandhaka. Pratibandha 
which means obstruction is nothing but the destruction of 
the Sakti which is present in the fire and which is conducive 
to the origination of the effect, namely, the burns. The 
spell is that which causes that obstruction and so it is desig- 
nated by the word pratibandhaka. Hence Udayana’s criti- 
cism that Sakti is not a separate category is not sound.** 


It comes to this: Sakti is a separate category. Maya 
is referred to in the Upanisad as the Sakti that is present in 
the self-luminous Brahman. It is the transformative 
material cause of the world. And the latter at the time of 
dissolution lapses back into it and at the time of creation 
proceeds from it. It must be noted that when it is said 
that maya is the Sakti of Brahman, what is meant is that it 
is absolutely dependent upon Brahman. 


Maya which is also termed ajñāna is bhävarūpa or a 
positive entity. This does not mean that maya is real but 
only that it is not negative. Being the material cause of the 
world, it should be regarded as positive. The Rg-veda in 
its passage- 
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‘Prior to creation this entire world was concealed 
by tamas. The world and tamas have become one. 
Just as water mixed with milk cannot be known 
separately, in the same way, the world having 
become one with tamas cannot be known separat- 
ely from it”*’ 


refers to mayd, to which the world lapses back at the time 
of dissolution, as tamas. 


The Naiyayika considers that tamas is not a positive 
entity but is merely the absence of light. From his stand- 
point, maya or ajiidna which is compared with tamas will 
merely be the absence of knowledge and not a positive 
entity. Hence Anubhitisvartipa critically examines the 
Naiyayika conception of tamas and proves that it is a posi- 
tive entity. His arguments may be stated as follows: 


The Naiyayika argues that tamas is not a substance 
and it is only absence of light. Anubhiitisvartipa disproves 
this contention on the basis of the following inferential 
arguments: 


l. Tamas is a substance; 
because it possesses a form; 
like the cloud. 


2. Tamas is a positive entity; 
because it has the power to conceal; 
like a wall. 


The Naiyayika rejects the first argument on the 
ground that it isa fallacious one. It is thus: the factor 
that is sought to be established (sddhya) is the possession 
of a form by tamas. But the absence of this factor is as- 
certained on the basis of the following inferential argument: 


‘Tamas does not have a form; 
because it is not discernible by touch; 
like the soul’. 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


८८-७0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


Brahman and Mayi 25 


Hence the ground of inference which seeks to establish the 


possession of a form is vitiated by the defect known as 
badha.” 


Anubhittisvartipa rejects this objection by stating that 
tamas is admitted to possess unmanilested touch. Hence 
the ground of inference (hetu), namely, non-discernibility 
by touch is not present in the paksa and so the inferential 
argument put forward by the Naiyayika suffers from the 
fallacy known as svaritpasiddhi.' It comes to this that the 
argument that famas is a substance because it possesses a 
form is a valid one. 


As regards the second inferential argument of Anubhu- 
tisvariipa, namely, 


‘Tamas is a positive entity; 
because it has the power to conceal; 
like a wall’ 


the Naiyayika points out that the absence of the sõdhya of 
the present inference is ascertained on the basis of percep- 
tion aided by co-presence and co-absence and so the 
ground of inference is vitiated by the fallacy known as 
badha, Itis thus: when there is the existence of the absence 
of light, there is the existence of darkness. And when there is 
the non-existence of the absence of light, there is the non- 
existence of darkness. From this it is known that darkness 
or tamas is only absence of light and hence not a positive 
entity." 


Anubhiitisvarupa points out that the above perception 
aided by co-presence and co-absence makes known that 
light and tamas which are opposed to each other cannot re- 
main in a same substratum at the sametime. It does not 
prove that ¢amas is not a positive entity. If this view is not 
accepted and if it were contended that perception aided 
by co-presence and co-absence proves that famas is nota 
positive entity and it is only the absence of light, then 
Anubhiitisvariipa states that the above perception may 
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very well be taken as proving that light is not a positive 
entity and it is only the absence of tamas. Anubhiitisva- 
rūpa coucludes that the absence of the sédhya of his infere- 
ntial argument is not ascertained by perception as conten- 
ded by the Naiyayika. And so the ground of inference is 
not vitiated by the fallacy known as bddha. The inferen- 
tial argument is sound and tamas is proved to be a positive 
entity.” 


From the above it follows that tamas is a positive 
entity on the ground that it has the power to conceal. 
Maya too which has the power to conceal the true nature 
of the pure consciousness — Brahman and which is referred 
to as famas in the text of the Rg-veda cited earlier is a 
positive entity. 


Further the Upanigadic text — ‘Know mdyd to be the 
primal cause of the world’ states that māyā is the materi- 
al cause of the world. Since abhdva cannot serve as the 
material cause of any entity and since māyā is said to be 
the material cause, maya which is an equivalent of ajiidna 
is a positive entity and not absence of knowledge. 


Earlier while discussing the nature of the soul in the 
state of deep sleep, we referred to the recollection which 
one has after coming back to the waking state in the form 
‘I slept happily and I knew nothing when I was asleep’. 
The content of this recollection is ignorance besides the 
bliss-form of the soul. We also said that recollection of 
these factors would not hold good unless they were experi- 
enced in the state of deep sleep. Ignorance or maya which 
is experienced in the state of deep sleep is a positive entity. 


It might be said that in the state of deep sleep there 
was the experience of ignorance no doubt; but it is not a 
positive entity and is only absence of knowledge. Anubhi- 
tisvarūpa argues that it cannot be because absence of know- 
ledge will never become the content of perceptual experi- 
ence. There arises the perceptual cognition of the absence 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


वितीय a - 


८८-७0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


Brahman and Maya 27 


of pot. And it presupposes the knowledge in the form of 
the remembrance of pot which is negated [ pratiyogin]. The 
point that is of importance here is that if there is no cogni- 
tion of pot, there cannot be the perceptual cognition of the 
absence of pot. Inthe same way, if there should be the 
perceptual cognition of the negation of knowledge, then 
what is necessary is that there must be the knowledge of 
the negatum [ pratiyogin] which is knowledge in the present 
case. If wehave the knowledge of the negatum, then know- 
ledge itself exists and so there cannot be the cognition of 
its negation. 


If it is argued that the negatum, namely, knowledge 
is not cognized, then there can be no perceptual cognition 
of negation because of the absence of the cognition of neg- 
atum. It comes.to this: there is the perceptual experience 
of ignorance or ajiidna or maya in the state of deep sleep. 
Absence of knowledge cannot be the content of perceptual 
experience. Hence the content of the perceptual experi- 
ence, namely, ignorance or ajiidna or mdyd must be a posi- 
tive entity. Anubhiitisvariipa states this view in the Ista- 
siddhi-Vivarana."* 


AnubhitisvarUpa next proceeds to prove that may or 
ajiidna cannot be viewed as the annihilative non-existence 
or dhvamsa of knowledge. It is because dhvamsa is subject 
to origination. And ajfdna is beginningless. Never indeed 
does one have the experience that ajndna has come into 
existence at a given point of time.“ 


Nor can it be said that ajfidna is only the mutual non- 
existence [anyonydbhdva] of knowledge. It is because mutual 
non-existence is well-known to be present in the objects of 
the world. Ajfdna or maya, on the other hand, is located 
in the pure consciousness. As such ajidna cannot be viewed 
as the mutual non-existence of knowledge." 


Ajfidna cannot be considered to be the antecedent nega- 
tion of knowledge. For knowledge is known to be remov- 
ing ajfidna. According to the present view, knowledge will 
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be the destruction of the antecedent negation of knowledge. 


Hence at the time of the rise of knowledge, antecedent nega- 
tion of knowledge which is held to be ajiiana will not be 
present and as such there is no occasion for knowledge to 
remove it. Hence it must be held that ajiidna is a positive 
entity and is not antecedent negation of knowledge." 


Anubhitisvarupa proves that the antecedent negation 
of knowledge cannot be viewed as ajiidna because it is an 
abhdva like dhvamsa, etc. 


To sum up this part of the discussion: mapa or ajiidna 
is a positive entity and it serves as the link between Brah- 
man — the pure consciousness and the world of phenomena. 
It is referred to as the Sakti of Brahman in the sense that it 


is totally dependent upon Brahman for its existence and 
manifestation. 


Now we shall discuss the question whether maya is one 
or many. Prakasatman admits that it is one only." Anu- 
bhitisvartipa too adopts this view.’ It is based upon the 
Upanisadic texts — 


mayan tu prakrtir vidydt,’' and 
ajamekain lohita$uklakrsndm° 


wherein the words maya and its equivalent aja are used in 
singular number. 


It might be objected that according to the present view 
the distinction between bondage and release cannot be 
maintained. It is because mé@yd is one and it is opposed 
to the knowledge of Brahman. If one soul attains the 
knowledge of Brahman, méyd will be removed. Since 
there is no other factor to bind the other souls, the latter 
too will be liberated. 


This objection is answered thus: it is not admitted 
that by the rise of the knowledge of Brahman, maya in its 
entirety is removed. But it is held that it is only that part 
of maya which is indeterminable whose transformation js 
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the mind by being associated with which a particular soul 
has attained the knowledge of Brahman that is removed. 
Every other soul will be related to its mind and its cause - 
the part of māyã and thus would remain bound till it 
attains the knowledge of Brahman. Thus by admitting 
indeterminable parts of mdyd, the distinction between the 
released souls and the bound ones is maintained.” 


Some other preceptors are of the view that it is only 
the relation of méyd to the soul that constitutes bondage 
and its non-relation, release. The Upanigadic texts which 
speak of the removal of maya by the knowledge of Brahman 
must be understood in the sense that the latter brings about 
the non-relation of maya to the soul. They further argue 
that it is only through the mind, the soul is related to maya. 
On the authority of the Upanisadic text — ‘when Brahman 
is realized, the mind is removed and all the doubts are 
dispelled! it is admitted that mind is removed by the 
knowledge of Brahman. The soul ceases to have any con- 
nection with mdyd and it is liberated. The latter persists 
in the other souls through their respective minds and this 
accounts for their bondage. Thus bondage and release 
respectively consist in the relation and non- relation of maya 
to the soul." 


To maintain the distinction of bondage and release in 
the case of the souls, Vacaspatimisra admits plurality of 
ignorances (mdyd-s) severally related to each and every 
soul. If one soul attains the knowledge of Brahman, then 
maya related to it will be removed and that soul alone will 
be liberated. Other individual souls continue to be condi- 
tioned by their respective mdyd-s and hence they are in 
bondage. It must be added here that according to Vacas- 
patimisra, the soul is the substratum of maya.” 


Anubhitisvariipa explains the distinction between the 
released souls and the bound ones inthe following manner: 
Maya which is known as the primal cause of the world in 


the Śvetāśvatara text - 
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mayam tu prakrtim vidyat" 


is one only. But it has indeterminable parts each one con- 
sisting of the power of concealment (avarana-Sakit) and the 
power of projection (viksepa-Sakti). These indeterminable 
parts are termed avidyd. The reflected image of pure con- 
sciousness in maya is God and that in avtdya is the soul. 
The consciousness that serves as the original (bimbacaitanya) 
is the one in the form of which the released soul would re- 
main. When a particular soul attains the knowledge of 
Brahman, its limiting condition, namely, avzdya will be re- 
moved; and the soul will remain as the original conscious- 
ness. This is liberation. The other avidyd-s continue to 
exist and the souls remain in bondage till they attain the 
knowledge of Brahman. ‘The latter does not remove maya 
whose transformation is the world. Hence the bound souls 
experience the objects of the world. The released soul, 
however, does not experience the world that exists like the 
blind man who does not experience the colour that exists.” 


It must be noted here that Anubhiitisvartipa does not 
admit that ma@ya@ and avidya@ are two distinct principles. On 
the other hand, he holds that these two are the two aspects 
of one prakrti. He, therefore, advocates the identity of 
maya and avidyd. 


Now we shall discuss the question whether mapa itself 
can be considered as the material cause of the illusory app- 
earance of shell as silver, etc. If it were admitted to be 
so, then as illusory silver would be removed only by the 
removal of its cause, namely, 7८9 according to this view, 
and as maya will be removed only by the direct knowledge 
of Brahman, illusory silver will be manifested till there 
arises the direct knowledge of Brahman. But itis not so. In 
ordinary experience we find that illusory appearances of 
shell-silver, etc., are removed by the direct knowledge of 
shell, etc. Hence something other than maya must be 
admitted as the material cause of the illusory appearances 
referred to above. And that cause is modal ignorance or 
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avasthajndna or tilajiiana or tildvidyd. It is a derivative of 
770965. And modal ignorances are many. 


It may be added here that the tiladjfdna is present in 
the consciousness conditioned by pot, etc., thus giving rise 
to the experience and the corresponding expression that 
the pot is not manifest. When there arises mental state in 
the form of pot by sense-contact, the tiil@jiidana is removed 
and there results the manifestation of pot. 


Vimuktatman in his Jstasiddhi** and Prakasatman in 
his Vivarana’ and Anubhitisvaripa in his Ista-siddhi- 
Vivarana"' advocate the above view. 


Vacaspatimisra too who holds m@yd to be many must 
admit the existence of tiil@jiidna to account for the illusory 
appearances of silver, etc., and also for the non-manifesta- 
tion of pot prior to the functioning of the sense- organ. 


To sum up this part of the discussion: maya is one 
according to Prakasatman and Anubhiutisvartipa; 
and it ismany according to Vacaspatimisra; and, 
all of them admit tūlājñäna-s to account for the 
illusory appearances of shell-silver and also for 
the non-manifestation of pot prior to the function- 
ing of the sense-organ. 


Maya is admitted to account for the rise of the world 
from Brahman — the non-dual consciousness. The world 
is not real; for, reality is unsublatability in the three 
divisions of time — past, present and future. The world 
is said in the Upanisad-s to be removable by the direct 
knowledge of Brahman. It is not an absolute nothing; for, 
an absolute nothing like a square-circle is never given in 
perception. The world, however, is given in perception 
and on this ground it is not an absolute nothing. It is not 
real and an absolute nothing at once; for, it is a self-dis- 
crepant notion. Hence the world is admitted to be in- 
determinable either as real or as an absolute nothing. It is 
mithyd However it does appear and there must be a 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


32 Three Little Known Advaitins 


cause for its appearance. And that cause is 7709 which 
must necessarily be of the same order as the effect, namely, 
the world. It ison this ground maya is held to be mithya 
- or indeterminable. 


The indeterminable character of 70976 can be ex- 
plained in another manner too. Maya cannot be real; 
for, if it were so there will be two real entities, namely, 
Brahman and may and the non-dual nature of Brahman 
would be contradictedthereby. It cannot be an absolute 
nothing; for, if it were so it cannot serve as the transforma- 
tive material cause of the world. It cannot be real and an 
absolute nothing at once; for, it is a discrepant notion. 
Since 77696 cannot be characterized either as real or as an 
absolute nothing, it is viewed as mithyd or indeterminable. 


We have earlier said that Anubhitisvariipa advocates 
the view that 77696 possesses innumerable parts and each 
part is termed avidya. Maya is the revealing medium of 
God who is always aware of His identity with His essential 
nature — Brahman. He, however, perceives the world of 
duality projected by mdyd. Anubhiitisvartiipa therefore 
admits that may@ possesses only the power of projection 
(vikgepaSaktt) and not the power of concealing the true 
nature of Brahman (dvaranaSakti) from Him. But in the case 
of the soul the revealing medium is avidyd. Since the soul 
has lost sight of its identity with its essential nature, namely, 
Brahman, it must be held that avidyd possesses the avarana- 
Sakti. And since it has the false notion that it is an agent, 
experient and a knower, it must be held that avidyd 
possesses the viksepasakti by which it projects the charac- 
teristics of agency, ctc., on the soul. Thus,:according to 
Anubhiitisvartipa, maya possesses only the viksepasakti while 
avidyd-s which are its indeterminable parts possess both the 
dvaranasakti and the viksepaSakti. This point is discussed 
in the following Chapter.” 


We shall now discuss the locus (@Sraya) and the content 
(०१३८०८) of maya. All Advaitins agree that the content of 
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77096 is pure consciousness. This means that 776976 conceals 
Brahman only. When it is said that mdyd conceals 
Brahman, what is meant is that mayd gives rise to the em- 
pirical usages such as ‘Brahman does not exist’, and ‘It is 
not manifest’. Everything apart from Brahman is inert 
by nature and hence it cannot be concealed by maya. 


The fruit of concealment is only the obscuration of 
contingent luminosity (prasaktaprakafa) which gives rise to 
the empirical usages such as ‘The object does not exist’, etc. 
The Advaitin argues that contingent luminosity is possible 
only in the case of Brahman — the pure consciousness. Maya 
conceals it and thereby gives rise to the empirical usages 
such as ‘Brahman does not exist’, and ‘It is not manifest’. 
Pot, for example, is located in the consciousness condi- 
tioned by it. The latter is veiled by tildvidyd. And so 
there arises the empirical usages such as ‘The pot does not 
exist’, and ‘It is not manifest’. 


From the above it follows that it is only consciousness 
that is veiled; and it is the content of 776976 or tuldvidya. 


As regards the locus of mdyd, there are two different 
views in Advaita, one advocated by Prakasatman and 
Anubhiitisvariipa, and the other advocated by Vacaspati- 
misra. 


Prakasatman” and Anubhūtisvarūpa* hold the view 
that pure consciousness is the locus of mdyd. Their argu- 
ment in favour of this view may be stated as follows: in the 
state of deep sleep, md@yd is experienced and this is known 
from the recollection which one has after coming back to 
the waking state in the form ‘I did not know anything 
when I was asleep’. What we have in that state is maya 
and pure consciousness. There must be a locus to which 
7009 could belong. And, it is the pure consciousness that 
serves as the locus of maya. 


Vacaspatimisra is of the view that the soul is the locus 
of maya. His view is based upon the perceptual cognition 
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of the form ‘I am ignorant’. This is as it should be; be- 
cause the locus of mdyd must be one from whom the true 
nature of Brahman.is concealed. It is concealed from the 
soul and so the latter is the locus of mdyd. 


Anubhitisvartipa would reject the above contention 
thus: the soul is only the blend of pure consciousness, 
avidyā — the indeterminable part of mdyé and mind. In 
the state of deep sleep, mind provisionally merges in ००४८७७ 
and so we do not have the notion of the soul then. ‘There 
is, however, the direct experience of avidyd even in the ab- 
sence of the notion of the soul. If the soul were the locus 
of avidyd, then the latter could not be experienced in the 
state of deep sleep, because its locus, namely, the soul is not 
manifested as such. Avidyd, however, is experienced and it 
must have a locus. And the pure consciousness alone serves 
as its locus. 


The experience ‘I am ignorant’ which is cited as the 
authority for the view that the soul is the locus of avidyd 
should be explained thus: avidyd present in the pure 
consciousness in the state of deep sleep is not determinately 
manifested in the form ‘I am ignorant’. It is because mind 
which is the revealing medium of avidyā is provisionally 
merged in the latter. When one comes back to the waking 
state, mind is superimposed on the pure consciousness. It 
reveals avidyd; and, while doing so it reveals it as present 
in itself and consequently in the concsiousness associated 
with it, namely, the soul. Hence there is the experience of 
avidyd in the form ‘I am ignorant’. What has been said 
with reference to avidyd exactly applies to maya. 


Thus according to Anubhitisvartpa, the locus of maya 
and its parts — avidyd-s is pure consciousness. 


Now we shall discuss the annihilating factor of avidyd. 
According to Anubhitisvartipa, it is only avidya that will 
be removed by the knowledge of Brahman and not maya. 
In order that avidyd and knowledge may be opposed to 
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each other, what is necessary is that their content must be 
the same. Here avidyd has the pure consciousness as its 
content and so for its removal what is required is the know- 
ledge of pure consciousness which is Brahman. 


Knowledge of Brahman is not svaritpajidna. The 
Advaitin makes a clear distinction between svaritpajfidna 
and orttijiidna. The former constitutes the essential nature 
of Brahman and hence eternal. The latter is only a mental 
state inspired by the reflection of Brahman and hence non- 
eternal. Brahman which is pure consciousness or svariipa- 
jiidna manifests avidyd. And when reflected in the mental 
state that arises from the Upanisad-s it dispels it. This is 
explained on the basis of the rays of the sun which normally 
illumine the grass but burn the very grass when reflected 
through a lens." 


Now there arises the question regarding the removal 
of the knowledge of Brahman. The latter being a modifi- 
cation of mind which is the effect of avidyd is indetermin- 
able or mithya. If any factor is admitted as bringing about 
its removal, then for the removal of that factor we must 
admit another; and so on ad infinitum. Hence it is admit- 
ted that the knowledge of Brahman removes avidyd and 
then gets itself removed. 


It is objected : the knowledge of Brahman is admitted 
to be the modification of mind and mind is the effect of 
avidyd. Hence the knowledge of Brahman too is the effect 
of avidyd. When such is the case, how is it that the effect, 
namely, the knowledge of Brahman removes its cause, 
namely, avidya? 


Anubhitisvartipa answers this objection thus: the fire 
which arises due to the rubbing of one bamboo against 
another destroys the bamboos in their entirety and then gets 
itself extinguished. Here the bamboos constitute the cause 
of fire. And the fire which is the effect destroys its cause 
and finally gets itself destroyed. In the same way, the 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


36 Three Little Known Advaitins 


knowledge of Brahman which is a mental state and which 
is an effect of avidyd destroys its cause and gets itself des- 
troyed,”* 


Now we shall discuss the concept of avidydnivrtti. This 
concept is a difficult one. Avidydnivrtit cannot be viewed 
as real (sat) because there will be two real entities — one 
Brahman and the other avidyanivrtti and this is against the 
teaching of the Upanisad-s that Brahman is the only reality. 
Avidydnivrtti cannot be thought of as an absolute nothing 
(asat) because being an absolute nothing like a hare’s horn 
it cannot be attained by the knowledge of Brahman. The 
third possible alternative that avidyäānivrtti is both real and 
an absolute nothing at once (sadasat) is to be excluded as it 
is a self-discrepant notion. The fourth alternative that it 
is mithya@ or anirvacaniya or indeterminable either as real 
or as an absolute nothing (sadasadvilaksana) is ruled out in 
the present case because avidyd, being indeterminable, 
its nivrtt! cannot be characterized in the same manner. 
Further there is an invariable relation that whichever is 
indeterminable must be either avidyd or its effects. Hence 
in order that avidydnivrtti may be treated as indetermi- 
nable, it must be held that it is an effect of avidyad. This 
would mean the relation of avidyd to avidydnivrtti which, 
however, is impossible. It follows from this that avidy@- 
nivrit! cannot be sat or asat or sadasat or sadasadvilaksaia. 
The point of the argument is that avidydnivriti is inconcei- 
vable and so avidyā too must be a pseudo-idea. 


Vimuktatman in the First Chapter of his Istasiddhi 
discards the above four predicables of sat, etc., and 
expounds the view that avidyānivrtti is of a fifth kind.” 
Anandabodha in his Nydyamakaranda re-states this view 
of Vimuktatman."° 


It is objected that this view is defective on the follow- 
ing ground: avidydnivrtti must be admitted to be manifested 
to the realized soul. According to the present view avidyd- 
nivrtti is different from Brahman. Hence its manifestation 
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must be derived from Brahman - the pure consciousness. 
This would require the relation between Brahman and 
avidydnivrtti. The former being sentient and the latter 
insentient, there cannot be any real relation between the 
two. Hence we must admit a superimposed relation which 
would be possible only through avidyā. When it is thus 
clear that avidydniortti is related to Brahman through 
avidyd, it cannot be anything but mithyd or anirvacaniya. 
Brahmananda inhis Laghucandrikd presents this criticism.” 


Further, the view that avidydniortti is not mithyd but 
is different from it and is of a fifth kind is against the view 
of the Advaitin that everything excepting Brahman is 
mithyd. The Advaitin establishes this position on the basis 
of the following inferential argument: 


The world is mithya; 
it is because it is dr$ya or known; 
like shell-silver.” 


There exists the invariable relation in the form ‘whichever 
is drSya or known is mithya. Avidydniortti is a dr$yapadartha 
and if it is not mithyd, then the said invariable relation 
would lack correspondence. 


Vimuktatman must have felt this difficulty and so he 
says in the Eighth Chapter of the Istasiddhi that avidyanivrtti 
is mithyd. The objection that since avidyd is mithyd its re- 
moval cannot be characterized in the same manner is not 
valid because such a position is not applicable to the objects 
that are mithyd.** Anandabodha, however, argues that the 
view that an object and its removal cannot have the same 
characteristic is not sound in view of the fact that pot and 
its removal are admitted by the Naiyayika to possess the 
same characteristic of knowability or jfeyatva."* Hence avid- 
ydnivrtti like avidya is mithya. 


Earlier it has been said that there is an invariable rela- 
tion that whichever is mithya must either be avidyd or its 
effect. So inorder to treat avidydnivrtti as mithya it must be 
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held that it is an effect of avidyd. This would require the 
relation of avidydnivrttt to avidyd which, however, is impos- 
sible. So avidydnivrtti cannot be viewed as mithyd. 


Anubhitisvaripa argues that the above invariable 
relation does not hold good in view of the fact that it lacks 
correspondence in the case of the relation between the pure 
conciousness and avidyd. The latter is not avidyd; nor is it an 
effect of avidyd as it is beginningless. Yet it is taken to be 
mithyd.™ In the same way, avidydnivrtti may be treated as 
mithyd although it is neither avidyd nor its effect. 


It must be noted here that Vimuktatman in the First 
Chapter of the Jstastddht has denied mithydtva in the case of 
avidyanivrttt and has put forward the view that it is of the 
fifth kind. But in the Eighth Chapter he has affirmed mith- 
yatva in respect of it. Anubhūtisvarūpa notices this contra- 
diction and resolves it in the following way: 


Vimuktatman prefers to explain mithydtva by jidnanivar- 
tyatva. This means that an object is mithyd if it is removed 
by right knowledge. Avidydniortt is not removable by right 
knowledge and in this sense itis not mithyd. Hence when 
Vimuktatman denies mithy@tva in respect of avidydnivritt, 
he denies it in the sense of jiidnanivartyatva. Since it cannot 
be viewed as sat or asat or sadasat too, it has to be characte 
rized as of the fifth kind. But this conclusion forces us to view 
that the invariable relation that whichever is ८7४9८ is mithya 
would lack correspondence in the case of avidyanivriti which 
is dr$ya but not mithyd and it is of the fifth kind. Anubhi- 
tisvarūpa argues that on the basis of the Upanisadic text 
‘There is no multiplicity in Brahman’ which implies that 
anything apart from Brahman is mithyd it must be held 
that avidyanioriti too which is of the fifth kind is mithyd. 
It is with this in view that Vimuktatman has affirmed 
mithyatva in respect of avidydnivriti in the Eighth Chapter 
of the Istasiddhi. Anubhitisvarupa concludes by saying 
that according to Vimuktatman avidyaniortti is of the fifth 
kind and yet it is mithya.” 
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The explanation offered above is inadequate. To say 
that avidydniortt is of the fifth kind and yet it is mithyd isa 
contradiction in terms. If avidydniurtti is admitted to be 
mithyd, then it must in one way or other be related to avidyd. 
Anubhitisvartipa’s argument that the relation of avidyd to 
pure consciousness is admitted to be mithyd although it is 
neither avidyd by itself nor its effect is not correct. It is 
because in this case avidyd serves as onc of the relata of the 
relation and this is enough to explain the mithyatva in res- 
pect of the relation between avidyd and the pure conscious- 
ness. But no such explanation can be offered in the case 
of avidydnivriti. So if avidydnivrtti were admitted to be diff- 
erent from Brahman and as dr$ya, then to maintain the vali- 
dity of the invariable relation that whichever is drSya is 
mithyd, it must be held that avidydniourtti too is mithyd. This 
would mean that avidyanivrtti is related to avidyā. In 
other words, avidyd would continue to exist in the state of 
liberation too which is characterized by avidydnivrttt. In 
that case the state of liberation would in no way differ from 
the state of transmigration. It is these difficulties that have 
led Sri Madhusiidana Sarasvati to state that the view that 
avidydnivrtti is of the fifth kind is formulated to satisfy the 
aspirants of average intellect and so no attempt is made to 
substantiate it." अ 


Vimuktatman too is fully aware of the above difficul- 
tiesin regard to the view that avidydnivrtti is of the fifth 
kind. He, therefore, puts forward another view that avidyd- 
nivrtti may be treated as identical with Brahman or with 
the direct knowledge of Brahman.” Citsukha in his Tattva- 
pradipika identifies this view as that of Vimuktatman. . 


Avidydniortti may be viewed as identical with Brahman 
on the following ground: the removal of a superimposed 
entity is but its being reduced to its substratum. Avidyd 
is superimposed upon Brahman; and, hence its removal 
must necessarily be of the nature of its substratum, that 
is, Brahman. It may be added here that this view is advo- 
cated by Nrsimhasrama too in his Veddntatativaviveka.™ 
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Avidyanivrtti may be viewed as identical with the di- 
rect knowledge of Brahman. This is as it should be; be- 
cause the direct knowledge of Brahman brings about the 
removal of avidyd. As Pratyagsvariipa states in his Maya- 
naprasddini, it is not intelligible to hold anything like the 
removal of a thing apart from its annihilating factor. 
That this view is more logical than the other views is ex- 
plained by Dr Veezhinathan in his Introduction to his 
edition of the SamksepaSariraka.** 


Before we conclude this Chapter, we may refer to yet 
another view regarding avidydnivrtti advocated by Advaita- 
vidyacarya, The latter holds that avidydnivrtti is mithya 
or anirvcaniya. But since it is momentary there is no need 
for avidyd to persist in the state of liberation as anticipa- 
ted by Vimuktatman. The nature of avidyānivrtti accord- 
ing to Advaitavidyacarya will be discussed in all its details 
in Chapter Nine of the present thesis. 
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God (Isvara) and soul (jiva) are distinct realities accord- 
ing to the pluralistic and the dualistic school of: Sri 
Ramanuja and Sri Madhva. Advaita, however, considers 
that the two are the apparent variations of Brahman 
— the only Reality. And the latter constitutes their essen- 
tial nature. 


We shall begin our discussion on the nature of God and 
soul according to the Upanisad-s The SvetdSvataropanisad in 
its text- 


bhoktd bhogyam preritaram ca matvā 
sarvain proktam trividham brahma me tat.' 


states that God and soul besides the world are in essence 
Brahman. The Sukarahasyopanisad in its passage- 

karyopadhirayam jivah kdranopddhiriSvarah® 
declares that the soul and God are complex entities, the 
former having mind as its limiting adjunct, and the latter, 
maya. 

The Wrsimhottaratdpinyupanisad in the text— 

jiveSavabhdsena karoti maya ca avidyd 

ca svayameva bhavatt’. 
conveys that prakrti ~ the primal nescience itself in its as- 


pects of maya and avidyd gives rise to the reflected images 
(abhdasa)of soul and God. The text of the Brahmabinditpanisad- 


eka eva hi bhitdtma bhite bhiite vyavasthitah 
ekadha bahudhd ८८८०८ drSyate jalacandravat' 
6 
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states that the self of all beings is one only.. Like the one 
moon that appears to be manifold in the water filled up in 
şeveral vessels, this self too remains as one (in the form of 
God) and appears to be many in different bodies (as the 
souls’). This Upanigadic text uses the analogy of the reflec- 


tion (pratibirhba) of the moon and describes the souls to bem 


the reflected images of the one self, that is, Brahman, and 
God as Brahman that remains as the original or bimba. 


The Brhadaranyakopanisad and the Kathopanisad in an 
identical passage — 


rupam rupain pratiripo babhiiva' 


affirms that Brahman undergoes reflection in each and 
every limiting adjunct. It may be noted here that this text 
speaks of the soul as the reflected image of Brahman. Unlike 
the text of the Sukarahasyopanisad, the Nrsiinvhottaratapinyu- 
panisad and the Brahmabindipanisad, this does not make any 
reference to God. But it must be understood that accor- 
ding to this text it is Brahman which in relation to the reflec- 
ting medium and the reflected image comes to be associated 
with the characteristic of being the original (bimba) that is, 
God. In other words, Brahman associated with the cha- 
racteristic of being a pratibimba is the soul and Brahman 
endowed with the feature of being the bimba is God. 


Another text of the Brahmabindipanisad— 


ghatasamurtam akasam niyamane ghate yatha 
ghato niyeta nakaSatn tadvajjivo nabhopamah' 


compares the soul to the pot-defined ether.* Thus according 
to this text the soul is Brahman that is delimited (avacchinna) 
by the limiting adjuncts. God, according to this view, must 
be taken as Brahman that transcends the limiting adjunct. 


It emerges from the above that the Upanisad-s view 
God and soul as complex entities. Some texts speak of the 
two as reflected images of Brahman while some other texts 
describe the soul as a reflected image (pratibirnba) of Brah- 
man and God as Brahman that serves as the original (bimba). 
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Yet another text sets forth the view that the soul is a delimi- 
tation of Brahman in the limiting adjuncts while God is 
Brahman that transcends the limiting adjuncts. In other 


words, the Upanisad-s explain the nature of God and soul by 


adopting the theories whichin the post-Sankara Advaita 
literature came to be known as pratibimbavdda and avaccheda- 
vida. 


The author of the Brahma-sitra in the aphorism — 
amśo ndndvyapade$dt ctc., explains the difference between 
Brahman and the soul. The latter must necessarily be 
admitted because there are Upanigadic texts which state 
that between the two there exists the relation of the one 
that should be realized and the one that is to realize,'® of 
the one that is realized and the one that realizes" and of 
the one that controls and the one that is controlled.' This 
relation implies difference between the two. And the differ- 
ence is sought to be explained by stating that the soul is 
a part as it were of Brahman. Since Brahman is partless, 
there can be no real part of it. Hence it is said that the 
soul is a part as it were of Brahman, just as a spark is a part 
as it were of fire." 


In order to understand the significance of the word — 
part (८७८४८), it is essential to consider the import of the Gita 
text — 


mamaiva ८४४० jivaloke jivabhiitah sandtanah'* 


This text is the subject-matter of the aphorism — api ca 
smaryate;'* and it means: what is well-known during trans- 
migratory existence as an agent and an experient and what 
is eternal is only my part. Sri Sankara while commenting 
on this text in his commentary on the Git@ states that just 
as the part, that is, the reflected image of the sun becomes 
one with the sun when the revealing medium is taken away, 
and just as the part, that is, the pot-conditioned ether be- 
comes one with the ether when the limiting adjunct, name- 
ly, the pot is destroyed, in the same way, the soul becomes 
one with Brahman when the limiting adjuncts cease to 
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exist. Thus Sri Sankara interprets the word amśa or part 
in the sense of a reflected image as well as a delimited en- 
tity. We may, therefore, take that the aphorism amo nānā- 
vyapadeśät, etc., which states that the soul is a part as it were 
of Brahman explains the individual soul as a reflected image 
or as a conditioned entity. In other words this aphorism 
favours both the pratibimbavdda and the avacchedavada. 


In the aphorisms abhdsa eva ca“ and ata eva ca upama 
stiryakd diva the author of the Brahma-sittra-s explains the 
nature of the soul asa reflected image. The first aphorism 
means that the soul is indeed the reflected image of Brah- 
man and in this respect it is similar to the reflection of the 
sun in the water. Sri Sankara in his commentary states 
that the soul as such is not the same as Brahman, nor is it 
a different entity. The significance of this statement we 
shall discuss later. 


The second aphorism means: in the Upanisadic texts 
it is stated that Brahman is one by nature but it appears 
to be many due to limiting adjuncts. And its manifold 
nature thus caused adventitiously is explained on the anal- 
ogy of the manifold nature of the one sun caused by its re- 
flection in the water filled up in several vessels. Sri Sankara 
in this connection cites the following passage: 


“just as the one luminous sun becomes distinct in 
manifold ways in the water, so the self-luminous 
unborn self becomes manifold in the bodies that 
serve as the adjuncts’’.®° 


Thus the Brahma-siitra-s too explain the nature of the 
soul by adopting the theories of pratibimbavada and the 
avacchedavada. 


Sri Sankara in his commentaries on the Upanisad-s,”* 
the Brahma-siitra-s’ and the Gita uses the analogy of re- 
flection and the pot-defined ether to explain the nature of 
the soul. 
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Following Padmapada, Prakasatman in his Vivarana 
explains the nature of God and the soul on the analogy of 
the reflection of a face in a mirror.’ The section in which 
he deals with this is referred to as darpanatikd by Anubhi- 
tisvarupa in his Prakatdrtha-Vivarana.** We shall deal with 
the view of the Pañcapādikā in the light of Prakasatman’s 
commentary on it later. 


Suresvara in his Varttika on Sri Sankara’s bhdsya on 
the Brhaddranyakopanisad advocates the view that the re- 
flected image of Brahman in my is God and in minds is 
the soul. It must be noted here that according to Sures- 
vara maya and avidyd are identical. Sarvajtidtman too in 
his Samksepasdriraka adopts this view." It may be added 
here that this view is based upon the text of the Sukarahas- 
yopanisad, namely, the soul has the effect, that is, mind as 
its limiting adjunct, while God has the cause, that is, maya 
as His limiting adjunct.’ Thus Suresvara and Sarvajfiatman 
consider both God and the soul as reflected images. 


It might be objected: the soul is viewed as the reflected 
image of Brahman in mind. This position is in conflict with 
the teaching of the text of the Wrsimhottaratapinyupanisad: 


jivesavabhasena karoti maya ca avidya ca svayameva 
bhavati” 
wherein the soul and God are said to be the reflected images 
of Brahman in mäyã and ८०४८४ respectively. 


Acyutakrsnananda in his commentary on the Si- 
ddhdnta-le$a-sahgraha clarifies the position by saying that the 
word māyā in the text of the Mrsimhottaratapinyupanisad 
must be taken to signify mind. The latter is the effect of 
maya and as such there is the relation of identity-cum-differ- 
ence between the two. Taking into consideration the as- 
pect of identity between the cause — maya and the effect 
— the mind, we should take the word mdyd as signifying 
the mind. Hence the text of the Wrsimhottaratapinyupanisad 
would mean that mind and avzdy@ which are the aspects of 
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prakrit cause the reflected images of the soul and God res- 
pectively.*° This interpretation is offered in order to have 
no conflict with the teaching of the text of the Sukarahas- 
yopanisad. 


To sum up: according to Suresvera and Sarvajfiatman 
the reflected images of Brahman in avidyd and mind are 
God and the soul respectively. 


It might be said that this way of viewing God as the 
reflected image would present the following difficulty. The 
nature of a reflecting medium is to transfer its characteris- 
tics to the reflected image. This we notice in the case of a 
mirror that presents its features upon the reflected face. 
Mind which is the reflecting medium of Brahman attributes 
its characteristics of agency, finitude, etc., upon the reflec- 
ted image, namely, the soul. The latter, therefore, is viewed 
as an agent and a finite being. But if God were admitted 
to be the reflected image of Brahman in méyd, then the 
characteristics of the latter will be presented upon God. 
One of the chief characteristics of maya is the power of veil- 
ing the true nature of Brahman. As such maya will con- 
ceal the true nature of Brahman from God. The latter 
would therefore cease to be an omniscient entity. This 
position is in conflict with the teaching of the Upanisad-s 
that God is omniscient.’ Hence the view that God is the 
reflected image must be given up. 


Brahmananda in his commentary on the Siddhdntabindu 
seeks to get over the above difficulty by pointing out that 
it is only on the authority of the Upanisad-s, God is admit- 
ted to be the reflected image of Brahman in maya or avidyd. 
It is again on the authority of the Upanisadic text ‘He who 
is omniscient’ one has to admit that God is an omniscient 
being too.** What he wants to emphasize is that a view 
propounded in the Upanisad-s cannot be questioned on the 
basis of the examples that are found in ordinary experi- 
ence. Hence according to Brahmananda there is nothing 
wrong in holding that God is a reflected image of Brahman 
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in maya or avidyd and at the same time He is an omniscient 
entity. 


Padmapada in his Paiicapadika' and Prakasatman in 
his Vivarana** advocate the view that the reflected image of 
Brahman in avidyd is the soul. And, Brahman in relation 
to the reflecting medium and the reflected image comes to 
be endowed with the characteristic of being the original or 
bimba. It is Brahman that is associated with this adventi- 
tious characteristic is God. God thus is not pure Brahman 
but Brahman associated with the characteristic of being the 
original or bimba. The soul too is not pure Brahman but 
Brahman associated with the characteristic of being the re- 
flected image or pratibimba. In other words, God is bimba- 
tva-visista-caitanya and the soul is pratibimbatva-visista- 
cattanya. 


This view of Padmapada and Prakasatman gets over 
the difficulty raised in regard to omniscience in the case of 
God in the previous view. According to Padmapada and 
Prakasatman, since God is Brahman that serves as the ori- 
ginal or bimba, the reflecting medium will not exert any in- 
fluence upon it. This is noticed in the case of the reflection 
of a face in amirror. The latter exercises its influence upon 
the reflected image only and not on the original. The re- 
sultof this argument is that m@yd or avidya — the reflecting 
medium will not be active in the case of God, that is, 
Brahman that remains as the original. The true nature of 
Brahman will not be concealed from Him. He is always 
aware of His identity with Brahman and so His omniscience 
holds good. The validity of the Upanisadic text that speaks 
of God as an omniscient one is also maintained. 


This view that God is Brahman that remains as the 
original and the soul is Brahman that remains as the re- 
flected image which finds full expression in the writings of 
Padmapada and Prakasatman is foreshadowed in the text 
of the Brahmabindipanisad — 
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eka eva hi bhitatma bhite bhiite vyavasthitah 
ekadha bahudha caiva drSyate jalacandravat** 


which has been cited and discussed earlier. 


The view that the soul is the reflection of Brahman in 
avidyG cannot account for the nature of the soul as an 
agent, experient and knower. It is because the characteris- 
tic of being an agent, etc., must be presented upon the soul 
which is a reflected image by the revealing medium or 
limiting adjunct. ‘The latter is admitted to be avidy@; and, 
avidya does not have these characteristics. It is only mind 
that possesses these features. Hence it is held that it is not 
mere avidyd but avidyd that is associated with mind in its 
gross and subtle form that serves as the limiting adjunct of 
the soul. In the state of deep sleep mind provisionally 
merges in avidy@ and remains ina subtle form. Brahman 
is reflected therein and there is the reflected image in the 
form of soul even then. But it is not distinctively manifes- 
ted in the form ‘I’ because mind does not remain in its 
gross form. In the states of dream and waking mind is ac- 
tive in its gross form and so the soul — the reflected image 
of Brahman in it is manifested in the form ‘I’. Thus since 
mind is the abode of the distinctive manifestation of the 
soul and since it possesses the characteristic of being an 
agent, etc., it is admitted that avidyā associated with mind 
in its gross and subtle from is the limitting adjunct of the 
soul. Thus mind too constitutes the limitting adjunct of 
the soul. It presents its characteristics of being an agent 
etc., upon the soul. It is with this in view that the text of 
the Sukarahasyopanisad — 


karyopadhirayam jivah karanopadhirisvarah* 
speaks of mind as the limiting adjunct of the soul. 
Anubhitisvaripa maintains that both the soul and 
God are the reflected images. In the previous chapter we 


discussed his view regarding the nature of maya. Accord- 
ing to him, 72९७७ is the primal cause of all beings. It is 
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located in the pure consciousness. It possesses innumerable 
parts which are indeterminable and which are endowed 
with the dvaranasakti and the viksepasakti. Of these two, 
the dvaranaSakti is that power which is capable of giving 
rise to the experience and the corresponding expression of 
the form ‘Brahman does not exist’, and ‘It is not manifest’. 
The viksepaSakti is that power that gives rise to the experi- 
ence of agency, etc., in the case of the souls. These in- 
determinable parts are called avidyd. The reflection of 
Brahman — the pure consciousness in maya is God and in 
avidyd is the soul. The plurality of avidyd accounts for the 
plurality of the souls. Thus Anubhitisvaripa admitting 
an indeterminable difference between mdyaé and avidyd 
explains that both God and the souls are the reflected 
images of Brahman. This view Anubhitisvarupa sets forth 
in his Prakatdrtha-Vivarana,” ISta-Siddhi-Vivarana' and in 
his Tippana on Sri Sankara’s bhdsya on the Mandikya- 
kārikā.“' 

It may be added here that the above view regarding 
māyā and avidyd is more or less similar to the one advo- 
cated by Vidyāraņya in the section entitled Tattvaviveka in 
his Paficadasi. It is stated in the latter that of the primal 
cause — prakrti which is made up of the three constituents 
of sattva, rajas and tamas, two aspects known as maya and 
avidyd are admitted. Maya is that aspect of prakrt wherein 
the sattvaguna is predominant as it is not overpowered by 
the rajoguna and the tamoguna. And avidyd is that aspect 
of prakrti wherein the sattvaguna is not predominant as it 
is overpowered by the rajoguna and the tamoguna. 


This explanation must be extended to the view of 
Anubhitisvarupa regarding maya and avidy@. Maya is that 
aspect of prakrtt which is principally constituted of the 
sattvaguna. As such it is free from the dvaranaSakti or the 
power of concealing the true nature of Brahman. But, 
being inspired by the reflection of Brahman in it, it acqui- 
res the viksepaSakti or the power to project the world. 
Avidyd, on the other hand, is that aspect of prakrti wherein 
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the sattvaguna is less predominant. Hence it possesses both 
the dvaranasakti and the ovtksepasaktt. 


This way of viewing md@y@ would present no difficulty 
in explaining omniscience in the case of God even if the 
latter were admitted to be a reflected image. Earlier 
while discussing the view of Suresvara and Sarvajfiatman 
regarding the nature of God and soul, we said that if God 
were admitted as the reflected image of Brahman in maya, 
then He would not have omniscience in view of the fact 
that the revealing medium, namely, maya will be operative 
in its @varana-phase thus concealing the true nature of 
Brahman from Him. But, according to Anubhitisvaripa, 
maya — the revealing medium is free from the dvaranasakti 
and so there is no possibility of its concealing the true 
nature of Brahman from God — the reflected image. The 
latter, therefore, is omniscient. But in the case of the soul 
the revealing medium is avidy@ which consists of both the 
avaranasakit and the viksepasakti. By the former one it 
conceals the true nature of Brahman from the soul — the 
reflected image which on that ground is not an omniscient 
entity. By the latter it projects the characteristics of 
agency, etc., in the soul. Consequently, the soul feels that 
it is an agent, experient and a knower. Since avidyd — the 
indeterminable part of m@yd is limited, the soul — the re- 
flected image of Brahman therein too is limited. 


, Anubhitisvariipa explicitly sets forth the above in his 
Tippana on the Mandiukyakarikabhasya of Sri Sankara." 


To sum up this part of the discussion: 


Suresvara and Sarvajfiatman maintain that the re- 
flected image of Brahman in ma@y@ is God and in mind is 
the soul. One criticism that suggests itself regarding this 
view is that maya — the reflecting medium would exert its 
influence upon the reflected image — God by concealing 
the true nature of Brahman from Him through its dvarana- 

Sakti. God cannot be viewed as omniscient then. 
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Prakāsātman gets over this difficulty by admitting 
that it is only the soul that is the reflected image of Brah- 
man that serves as the original. The revealing medium 
can exert its influence only upon the reflected image, 
namely, the soul and not on the original, that is, God. The 
latter is omniscient as the true nature of Brahman is not 
concealed from Him. 


According to Suresvara, Sarvajňātman and Praka- 
satman, maya is identical with avidyd and it possesses the 
dvaranaSakti. Anubhutisvaripa admits that māyä and 
avidyd are two aspects of prakrtt. The reflected image of 
Brahman in mdyd is God. And mdyd does not have the 
dvaranaSakti. Hence it does not conceal the true nature.of 
Brahman from God. The latter, therefore, is omniscient. 
Thus Anubhitisvariipa explains omiscience in the case of 
God although the latter is a reflected image of Brahman in 
maya. And this view is definitely an improvement upon 
the earlier views. 


We shall now discuss the nature of the reflected image. 
According to Suresvara, Sarvajnatman, Prakasatman and 
Anubhitisvaripa, the reflected image is the same as the 
original with certain properties superimposed upon the 
latter because of the defect, namely, the proximity of the 
limiting adjunct. The reflected face, for example, is the 
same as the original face. But Vidyaranya and his follo- 
wers consider that the reflected face is totally distinct from 
the original and so indeterminable on the following 


grounds: 
1. the reflected face is noticed to be present inside 
the mirror, while the original one is on one’s neck; 
2. the reflected face faces the original; and, 
the reflected face is clearly perceived to be dis- 


tinct from the original. 


These three experiences would be intelligible only when 
the reflected face is different from the original. It follows 
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that if the soul were admitted to be the reflected image of 


Brahman in avidyd or mind, then, being a reflected image 
it is distinct from the original and so indeterminable. This 
view that the reflected image as such is indeterminable is 
known as dbhdsavdda. Advaitavidyacarya who is known 
to be the follower of Vidyaranya is the protagonist of this 
view. We shall discuss his view in detail in the Sixth 
Chapter of the present thesis. 


Prakasatman and his followers are of the view that 
the reflected image is identical with the original and they 
argue that the three experiences pointed out by the abhdsa- 
vadin would hold good even then. It is thus: in the face on 
one’s neck, owing to the defect of the proximity of the 
mirror, the three factors, namely, presence inside the mirror, 
facing the original and the difference between the original 
and the reflected image are superimposed. The reflected 
face is nothing but the original with the above three factors 
that constitute what is known as the state of reflection 
(pratibisnbatva) superimposed thereon. It is this state of 
reflection alone that is indeterminable and the reflected 
image being the same as the original is real. This view is 
known as pratibimbavada. This isin sharp contrast with 
the abhdsavada according to which the reflected image as 
such is indeterminable. This is discussed in all its details 
in the Sixth Chapter of the present thesis. 


We have. already referred to Sri Sankara’s statement 
in his commentary on the aphorism ābhāsa eva ca that the 
soul as such is not the same as Brahman; nor is it a different 
entity. The significance of this statement Anubhitisvartipa 
explains thus: the reflected image of a face in a mirror, for 
example, is not the original as such; nor is it different from 
it. But it is the original wherein the state of reflection 
consisting of the presence of the face inside the mirror and 
difference between the original and the image is superim- 
posed. The state of reflection is indeterminable as it is 
caused by the defect, namely, the proximity of the mirror. 
When this defect is removed, the state of reflection will be 
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removed and the face will remain as mere face (mukhamd- 
tram) and not as original face. When viewed in this light, 
the soul — the reflected image of Brahman is Brahman 
associated with the characteristics such as agency, etc., 
superimposed upon it owing to the defect, namely, avidyd. 
When the latter is removed by the direct knowledge of 
Brahman arising from the major-texts of the Upanigad-s 
like tat tvam asi, etc., the characteristics of agency, etc., 
presented upon Brahman would be removed and what 
would exist then is the non-dual Brahman which is libera- 
tion.“ 


Bhāskara reads the aphorism @bhdsa eva ca‘* as abhasa 
eva ca and interprets it in the sense that the doctrines of 
Advaita are false. Obviously not aware of the full impli- 
cations of the pratibimbavdda, he criticizes the latter in his 
commentary on the above aphorism. He states that prati- 
bimba is avastu, that is, not real. It must be noted here 
that according to Bhaskara there are only two categories 
— real and an absolute nothing. Unlike the Advaitins, he 
does not admit a third category — anirvacantya. Hence if 
pratibimba is avastu, that is, not real, then it is an absolute 
nothing like hare’s horn. If the soul were admitted to be 
a pratibimba, then it would be an absolute nothing. As a 
result of this it would not be eligible for liberation. Nor 
would it be entitled to perform karma. Moreover bondage 
too could not be thought of in its case. Hence the theory 
that the soul is the reflected image of Brahman is wrong.“ 


Anubhitisvartpa in his Prakatartha-Vivarana critically 
examines and finally rejects the above objection of Bhas- 
kara. His arguments may be stated as follows: reflection 
is a case of error. Anubhitisvaripa simply identifies the 
theory of error according to Bhaskara as anyathakhyatt. A 
study of Bhaskara’s commentary on the Brahma-sutra — 
yatha ca taksobhayatha*° shows that it is so. Herein Bhaskara 
states that agency on the part of the soul is only adventi- 
tious. The limiting adjunct — mind possesses the charac- 
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terististic of agency. It is noticed in the soul just as heat 
that is present in fire is noticed in an iron-ball. He pro- 
ceeds to say that agency although adventitiously presente 

is real and not non-real as the Advaitins think. From this 
Anubhitisvaripa might have deduced that Bhaskara admits 
what is known as anyathakhydti as advocated by the Naiya- 
yika-s. According to this theory, in the case of shell-silver 
illusion, silver that exists elsewhere and which is real is 
presented in the object — the shell in front. When one 
sees the glitter-aspect of the shell in front, one’s latent 
impression born out of the prior experience of silver is 
revived and there arises recollection of silver. It is this 
recollection — a form of knowledge that serves as the con- 
tact and presents the silver in the shell. This contact is of 
extra-empirical nature and in Nyaya terminology it is 
jiidna-laksand-pratydsatti, The result is that silver is real; 
the object in front too is real. Error consists in apprehending 
the relation between the two, It must be noted that the 
relation between the two is not real. When viewed in this 
light, in the case of the reflected image of a face in a 
mirror, Bhaskara has to maintain that the face that exists 
elsewhere, namely. on one’s neck appears in relation to the 
mirror. The face is real; the mirror too is real. It is only 
the manifestation of the relation between the two that is 
not real. The matter that is of importance here is that the 
manifestation of the face is not a case of error. In the 
same way, according to the pratibimbavdda too, the reflect- 
ed face, being the same as the original with the state of 


reflection superimposed thereon, is real. Anubhūtisvarūpa 


emphasizes this view by stating that the sublating cogni- 
tion of the form ‘The face isnot inthe mirror’ confirms the 
view that the reflected face is the same as the original. 
This cognition refers to the negation of the relation of the 
face to the mirror and not of the face itself. If the reflected 
image were different from the original and not real, then 
the sublating cognition would be of the form ‘This is not 
the face’ involving reference to the negation of the face it- 
self. Thus according to the pratibirhbavdda, the original 
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itself appears as if present inside the limiting adjunct. It is 
not a non-real entity or avastu as Bhaskara thinks. 


The criticism of Bhaskara against the pratibimbavdda is 
referred to and answered in the Vivarana.*' Anubhitis- 
varipa records so in his Prakatdrtha-Vivarana*® and the 
arguments advanced by him to reject the contention of 
Bhaskara are based on the Vivarana. 


One point should be noted in this connection. Accord- 
ing to Bhaskara, the relation between the face and the 
mirror is non-real. The term non-real, according to Bhas- 
kara, is to be applied to an absolute nothing as he advocates 
only two categories — real and absolute nothing. Hence 
the relation between the face and the mirror is an absolute 
nothing. And although it is so, yet it is accepted to be 
manifested. Thus Bhaskara has to subscribe to the view of 
the Madhyamika school of Buddhism that asat or absolute 
nothing is manifested. This criticism may be directed 
against the Naiyayika-s who too advocate the anyathda- 
khyāti. Anubhiitisvariipa, however, does not make reference 
to this point. 


It may be said that the criticism of Bhaskara, although 
not applicable to the pratibimbavdda, may be applicable to 
the dbhdsavdda according to which the reflected image is not 
identical with the original. But this contention is wrong. 
It is because according to the @bhasavada the reflected image 
is not avastu or an absolute nothing as Bhaskara imagines. 
It is indeterminable as either real or an absolute nothing. 
It may be said that even then, the soul, being a reflected 
image and so indeterminable, is not entitled for liberation. 
To overcome this difficulty, Vidyaranya and Advaitavidya- 
carya — the abhdsavddin-s admit, over and above the in- 
determinable soul — the reflected image a variety of con- 
sciousness known as kiitastha or an absolutely real soul and 
state that the latter isentitled for liberation. This is dis- 
cussed in detail in the Sixth Chapter entitled ‘The Nature 


of Jiva as a reflected image’. 
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The pratibiinbdvdda is objected to on another ground. 
In the aphorism ata eva ca upamd sitryakddivat," it is ex- 
plained that Brahman undergoes reflection on the analogy 
of the reflection of the sun in water. It is objected that 
the analogy is not appropriate. It is because in the case 
of the reflection of the sun in water, the sun has a fixed 
shape. The revealing medium — water too is so. Further 
water is at a distant place from the sun. Hence the re- 
flection of the sun in the water is possible. But Brahman 
has no fixed shape. The reflecting media too — avidyd 
and mind do not have material shape. Further Brahman 
is all-pervasive; and, so the reflecting media cannot be ata 
place distant from it. On these grounds it is held that 
Brahman cannot undergo reflection. This criticism is con- 
tained in the aphorism — ambuvadagrahandt tu na tath- 
a@tvam.’* Sri Sankara too in his commentaries on the 
Tatttiriyopanigad’ and the Brhadéranyakopanisad* refer to 
the impossibility of the reflection of Brahman on the 
grounds mentioned above. 


Sri Sankarain his commentary on the aphorism — 
vrddhihrasabhakivam antarbhavat ubhayasdmaiijasyadevam™ 
which seeks to answer the objection raised in the previous 
aphorism — arbuvadagrahandt tu na tathdtvam* states that 
an object is compared to another object on the basis of 
likeness between the two only in some respects and not in 
all resepcts. In the aphorism — ata eva ca upamd surya- 
kadivat™® the presence of Brahman in the adjunct, namely, 
the mind is compared to the reflection of the sun in water. 
There is likeness between the two in this respect: the re- 
flected image of the sun is disturbed when the water in the 
vessel is disturbed. This means that the reflected image 
partakes of the character of the adjunct. But this does not 
affect the original sun. In thesame way, Brahman — the 
immutable, by being immanent in the mind, appears to be 
endowed with the characteristics of the latter. It is this like- 
ness and not anything else that serves as the basis of com- 
parison between the presence of Brahman in the mind 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


८८-७0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


Jiva and Igvara 57 


and the reflected image of the sun in the water. It is in 
this sense the aphorism — ata eva ca upamd stiryakddivat is to 
be understood. 


Anubhiitisvariipa points out that the grounds on the 
basis of which it is said that Brahman cannot undergo re- 
flection are not valid. He argues that those grounds can 
be reduced into the form of the following syllogistic argu- 
ment: 


‘Brahman cannot undergo reflection; it is because 
it has no material shape and also because its 
limiting adjunct is not located ina place distant 
from it’."' 


In the above argument, the invariable relation that that 
which has no material shape could have no reflection lacks 
correspondence in the case of colour which has no shape 
but which gets reflected along with the object in which it 
is present. In the same way, the other invariable relation 
too that that which is devoid of an adjunct that is located in 
a place distant fromit could have no reflection lacks corre- 
spondence in the case of ether which gets reflectedin the 
water that is notin a place distant fromit. Itis because 
ether, being all-pervasive, is present in the place of water 
too. Anubhiitisvariipa, therefore, affirms that the grounds 
on the basis of which it is concluded that Brahman cannot 
undergo reflection are fallacious. He further argues that 
Sri Sankara has not set forth these arguments to disprove 
the contention of the purvapaksin that there cannot be any 
reflection of Brahman, because these arguments are too 
evident to be referred to.” 


We may conclude by saying that Sri Sankara is fully 
aware of the fact that there could be the reflection of 
Brahman in mind. But, adhering to the stand-point of the 
purvapaksin, he has said that there could not be the reflec- 
tion of Brahman in the adjunct as Brahman has no fixed 
shape and the adjunct cannot be located at a place distant 
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from iit. He has also said that the analogy between the re- 
flection of the sun in the water and the presence of Brah- 
man in the mind is to emphasize the fact that both corres- 
pond to the characteristics of their adjuncts. But, as has 
been proved above, there is no logical difficulty in the 
theory that Brahman gets itself reflected in the adjunct. 
The pratibimbavdda, therefore, is free from any defect. 


Vacaspatimisra advocates the theory of delimitation 
or avacchedavada to explain the nature of the soul. Obvi- 
ously he does not favour the theory of the reflection of 
Brahman or pratibimnbavada on the well-known ground that 
reflections are always possible in respect of those objects 
which have material shape. Brahman is not so and hence 
there is no possibility of its being reflected in any medium." 
Hence, on the analogy of the apparent limitation of the part- 
less ether by pot, etc., set forth in the Brahmabindipanisad 
cited earlier," Vacaspatimisra favours the theory of the 
apparent limitation of Brahman. 


According to the avacchedavdda, Brahman — the part- 
less ultimate is conditioned as it were by avidyd. Itis the 
conditioned entity that is known as thesoul. One point that 
is to be noted here is that the soul is the substratum or the 
locus of avidyd. Avidyd-sare many according to Vacas- 
patimisra. Hence the souls too are many. Brahman that 
transcends each avidyd is the content of the latter and in 
this aspect it is termed God.“ In the words of Prof Siirya- 
narayana Sastri ‘every nescience is bipolar, with Isvara at 
the one end and a particular jiva at the other’. 


Like Prakasatman, Vacaspatimisra admits that mind 
too serves as the limiting adjunct of the soul. Sri Sankara 
in his commentary on the Brahma-siitra states: 


“there is no entity known as jiva apart from Brah- 
man. It is Brahman itself that is metaphorically 
spoken of as jiva due to its association with the 
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limiting adjunct”. 
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Vacaspatimisra while commenting on this passage states: 


“ether conditioned by pot is not at all different 
from the all-pervasive ether. But it appears to be 
different as long as the limiting adjunct, namely, 
the pot exists. In the same way, the soul is only 
Brahman defined by avidyd — the limiting adjunct 
which is beginningless and indeterminable. It is 
not really different from Brahman. Yet it would 
appear to be so till avidyd exists. Moreover, in the 
state of waking and dream, mind is fully active 
and hence there is the determinate perception of 
the soul in the form ‘I’. In the state of deep 
sleep, mind is not active and hence there is no 
determinate perception of the soul as ‘I’ 7.०१ 


From the above it follows that mind, being the locus 
of the specific manifestation of the soul, should also be held 
as the limiting adjunct of the latter. 


The avacchedavdda proceeds on the basis of the criti- 
cism of the pratibimnbavdda that there could not be the 
reflection of Brahman on the ground that the latter has no 
material shape.” But, as we have already pointed out, 
there is no rule that in order that an object may get re- 
flected, it should have material shape. Colour does not 
have a material shape but it is reflected along with the 
object in which it is present." 


The followers of the Bhdmati school might argue that 
colour may get reflected because it is comprehended by the 
sense of sight. Brahman transcends the sense of sight and 
hence it cannot undergo reflection.” 


The pratibimbavddin might argue that the above rule 
that that alone which comes within the range of sense of 
sight could get reflected lacks correspondence in the case of 
ether which is not perceivable by the sense of sight but 
which is reflected in the water. According to Advaita, 
ether does not come within the range of sense of sight. It is 
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only the light that is present in the ether that is so. When 
the sense of sight comes into contact with the light, mind 
too comes out through the sense of sight and undergoes 
modification in the form of the light. The consciousness 
conditioned by the modification of mind or the mental 
state in the form of the light is known as the knowledge of 
light. The consciousness that transcends the mental state 
is known as sa@ksi.” It is the latter that manifests the ether. 
The point that is of relevance here is that ether which is 
not comprehended by the sense of sight gets itself reflected 
in the water. The cognition of the expansive ether in 
water that is only knee-deep affirms the reflection of ether 
therein So the rule that that alone which could be com- 
prehended by the sense of sight could get reflected lacks 
correspondence in the case of ether. This view Anubhiti- 
svartipa emphasizes in his [sta-Siddhi-Vivarana.® 


The avacchedavadin might contend that an entity could 
get reflected in a medium only when the latter is visually 
perceived. Here the factors that are accepted as the re- 
flecting media are avidyé and mind. These cannot be com- 
prehended by the sense of sight. Hence there cannot be the 
reflection of Brahman in these media." 


The pratibiinbavadin states that the above rule lacks 


correspondence in the case of sound which gets itself re- | 


flected in the form of an echo in the medium, namely, the 
ether conditioned by a cave which is not an object of sense 
of sight.** 


The avacchedavidin would say that in this case there is 
the origination of a new sound and not the reflection of 
the earlier sound. This contention is wrong on the ground 
that the throat, the palate and the conjunction between 
the two are required for the production of sound. These 
factors are not present in the place, namely, the ether con- 
ditioned by a cave and so there could not be the origina- 
tion of any new sound therein." 


Further the reflected image is nothing but the original 
that is associated with the characteristic of being present in a 
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substratum that is different from its normal location. The 
reflected face is nothing but the original that is associated 
with the characteristic of being present in the substratum, 
namely, mirror, which is different from the normal location 
of the face, namely, one’s shoulders. When viewed in this 
light, the substratum of sound is only the throat and the 
palate. And it appears in a different locus, namely, the 
ether conditioned by a cave. And hence it is a clear case 
of reflection only and not of a new origination. From this 
it follows that there is no rule that an object should have 
material shape in order to get reflected. Sound having no 
material shape gets itself reflected in the ether conditioned 
by acave. Further, there is no such rule that there could 
be reflection only in a medium that is an object of visual 
perception. It is because the ether conditioned by a cave 
is not an object of visual perception and yet there is the 
reflection of sound therein. The gross body is an object 
of visual sense; yet it does not receive any reflection. 
Hence the only criterion that could be framed is that the 
reflecting medium must be luminous. Avidyd in its sattva- 
aspect and mind are admitted to be luminous and hence 
there could be the reflection of Brahman in them. Hence 
the theory of the pratibimbavdda is not at all unsound. 


According to the preceptors who advocate the prati- 
biinbavdda and the avacchedavdda, the individual souls are 
many because of the reflecting media or delimiting ad- 
juncts. Suresvara and Sarvajnhatman maintain the view 
that the soul is the reflected image of Brahman in mind. 
Prakasatman holds the view that the soul is the reflected 
image of Brahman in avidyā associated with mind in its 
gross andsubtle form. Since minds are many, the reflected 
images of Brahman, namely, the souls are many. Accord- 
ing to Anubhiitisvariipa, the individual soul is the reflected 
image of Brahman in avidyd — an indeterminable part of 
71696 and, since avidyd-s are many according to him, the 
reflected images, namely, the souls also are many. Accord- 
ing to Vacaspatimisra avidyd-s function as the limiting 
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adjuncts and this explains the plurality of the souls. Thus, 
according to both the pratibimbavāda and the avacchedaviida, 
the souls are many and this view is termed ndndjivavdda. 


In the tradition of Advaita, there is yet another view 
in regard to the nature of the soul and that is the ekajivavdda. 
According to it Brahman itself when associated with avidya 
attains to the state of the soul and undergoes transmigra- 
tion. The soul is neither the reflected image nor the delim- 
itation of Brahman. Since avidyā is one, the soul too is 
one. Itis only one body that has the soul. The other 
bodies that are seen have no souls at all. This is analogous 
to the state of dream wherein it is only the body of the one 
who sees the dream that has the soul while the other bodies 
that are seen therein have no souls.” 


Further the soul which is one only is the material and 
the efficient cause of the world through its own avidyd.*° 
According to the present view, the world is only apparently 
real or pratibhdsikasatya. This means that it does not exist 
independent of being perceived by the soul. It is jiidtatka- 
sattdka. In other words, perception is creation. In the 
case of shell-silver illusion, creation of the silver is contem- 
poraneous with perception. The object — silver does not 
exist prior to the functioning of the sense-organ. Exactly 
similar is the case in respect of dream objects too. In 
the same way, it is accepted that for the whole world of 
waking, creation is contemporaneous with perception. This 
theory is, therefore, known as drsti-srstivadda.** It is in 
clear contrast to the srsta-drstivada accepted by the nānā- 
Jivavddin-s.® According to it the world created by God is 
perceived by the souls that are many. The world is empiri- 
cally real or vydvahdérikasatya. It exists independent of 
being perceived by the souls. Hence it is ajidtasattaka. 
The world will continue to exist till there arises the know- 
ledge of Brahman. 


According to the ekajivavada, the knowledge of Brah- 
man arises to the aspirant who is the only soul from the 
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preceptor, the Upanisad-s and from the worship of God 
although these are only apparently real. And the soul 
whose ८०४८४ is removed by the rise of the knowledge of 
Brahman remains in its own self-luminous nature which is 
liberation. The liberated soul does not remain as a jivan- 
mukta. It is because the role of the latter is to impart the 
knowledge of Brahman to the bound souls. Since accord- 
ing to this view there is no other soul excepting the one 
who has attained the knowledge of Brahman, the state of 
jivanmukti is not admitted. 


One more point that needs emphasis here is that 
according to the present view the distinction between the 
bound souls and the released ones cannot be maintained. 
The Upanigad-s which speak of the liberation of Suka, 
Vamadeva and others and which thereby imply the exis- 
tence of many souls — some bound and some released, are 
to be interpreted as glorifying the state of liberation. 


Thus according to the ekajivavdda which is also known 
as drstisrstivdda it is Brahman that undergoes transmigra- 
tion and gets liberated. This view has come to be associated 
with the name of Vimuktatman in Advaitic tradition. 


The theory of ekajīvavāda is not favoured by many an 
Advaitin on the following grounds: 


I. The text of the Brhadaranyakopanisad — 


‘Whosoever among the divine beings or the sages 
or men realizes Brahman becomes Brahman??.5® 


declares the existence of many souls. 
2. The Bhagavad-gita text — 


“The preceptors who have the direct knowledge of 
Brahman and who are adepts in interpreting the 
texts on Vedanta impart the knowledge of Brah- 
man to those who seek the latter with devotion’’** 


states the distinction between the realized souls and the 
bound ones. The reference ,to the realized souls (jivan- 
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mukta s) in the text is significant as the concept of jivanmukt; 
does hold good only according to the ndndjivavada. 


3. The Brahma-siitra — adhika tu bhedanirdesat* 
specifically states that God—the efficient cause of the world 
is different from the soul. According to the ekajivavada it 
is the soul that is the material and the efficient cause of the 


world. This position is opposed to the teaching of the 
above aphorism. 


4. Sri Sankara in his commentary on the Brahma- 
sutra states: 


“Those who are of keen intellect and whose minds 
are free from doubt and erroneous notion relating 
to the meanings of the words of the text tat toam 
asi could attain the direct knowledge of Brahman 


without the need for repeated study, reflection 
and meditation’’.®® 


He continues: 


“He who does not attain the knowledge of Brah- 
man immediately on hearing the text tat tvam asi 
must pursue Vedantic study, reflection and medi- 
tation repeatedly”. 


It is evident from the above that Sri Sankara favours 
the theory of néndjivavada, 


5. There is no stronger reason to identify the parti- 


cular body which is said to be animated by the only one 
soul." 


It follows from the above that the theory of ekajivavada 
is opposed to the teachings of the Upanisad-s, the Gita and 
the Brahma-sūtra and those of Sri Sankara. We have 
already said that according to Anubhitisvartipa the souls 
are many. In his commentary on the Tstasiddhi, he refutes 
the view that Vimuktatman is an ekajtvavidin. He makes 
references to the statements in the Istasiddhi and conclusi- 
vely proves that Vimuktatman favours only the theory of 
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ndndjivavdda. We shall set forth Anubhiitisvariipa’s argu- 
ments: 


l. In the ortti on the first verse of the Istasiddhi, 
Vimuktatman states: 


‘Obeisance is offered to the Ultimate Reality only 
and not to the preceptor individually. Itis because 
the preceptor is identical with the Ultimate 
Reality’. 


From this it is implied that the other souls are different 
from the preceptor who is identical with Brahman. 


2. In the second verse of the Istasiddhi, Vimuktatman 
States: 


‘The Upanisad-s state that one overcomes evil and 
attains bliss by realizing Brahman. I am that 
Brahman. And offering salutations to Me — the 
Pure Being, I shall explain the significance of the 
manual — the Istasiddhi’.** 


From this he gives expression to his state of jivanmukti. As 
has already been said, the latter holds good only according 
to the ndndjivavdda and not according to the ekajivavada. 


3. In the ०/८ on the ninth verse in the first section, 
it is said: 

‘If ajfdna were the effect, then prior to its rise, 

the souls are released and so there can be no 

bondage. In the same way, alter its rise, there is 

the contingency of the released souls (muktdndrh) 


391 


experiencing bondage’. 


Here the use of the word muktdném in plural number 
suggests that there is release in respect of many souls. 


4, In the above section itself, Vimuktatman says: 


«With reference to the ignorant ones (ajfidn prati), 
both the self-luminous self as well as the insentient 
objects are not manifested’. 

9 
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Here too the word ajfidn in plural number signifies that 
the souls who are ignorant are many. 


On the above grounds, Anubhitisvariipa concludes 
that Vimuktatman is only a nānājīvavādin and not an 
ekajivavddin. 


It is true that Vimuktatman in the Second Section of 
the Istasiddhi states that there is only one soul.” But 
Anubhiitisvaripa explains the import of this statement by 
saying that since the individual souls are identical with one 
another in their essential nature of consciousness, it is said 
by Vimuktatman that the soul is one. And since there is 
adventitious difference between one soul and another, he 
has referred to the existence of many souls. In other words, 
Vimuktatman asserts that there is only one soul from the 
transcendental stand-point. And he speaks of many souls 
from the stand-point of phenomenal existence.” 


It might be said that the view that there exists many 
souls would be against the spirit of Advaita. Anubhiti- 
Svarupa states that the distinction that is valid in the realm 
of phenomenal existence is only empirically real and it will 


in no way contradict the identity of the soul with Brahman 
which is absolutely real.’ 


So far we have considered the different ways through 
which Advaitins explain the nature of the soul and God. 
The latter are only the seeming diversifications of Brahman 
through avidyd. As long as avidyd exists, the distinction 
between the soul and God would exist. When avidyd is 
removed by the knowledge of Brahman, the distinction 
between the soul and God would vanish then and what 
would remain then is Brahman — the Pure Being. 


Sri Sankara in his commentary on the Brahma-sitra 
brings out the distinction between God and the soul thus: 


‘in the case of the soul which is under the influ- 
ence of avidyd, etc., the origination of knowledge 
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depends upon the physical body etc., but not in 
the case of God who is free from any impediment 
that would stand in the way of the rise of the 
knowledge of objects,” 


In order to know the objects of the world, the soul has to 
depend upon the physical body, sense-organs and mind. 
Of the latter three, it is the function of the mind, namely, 
vrtti that plays an important role. 


The soul attains the knowledge of a particular object 
at a particular time and not of all objects at all times. 
This fixed order is known as pratikarma-vyavastha,'" and it 
is due to the function of vrtti. 


Vrtti is the modification of mind in the form of a parti- 
cular object. When a sense-organ (say) sense of sight comes 
into contact with its object (say) pot, mind too comes out 
through the sense of sight, reaches the place of the object 
and undergoes modification in the form of that object. This 
modification of mind in the form of the object is known as 
ortt..'” . 


According to Anubhiutisvariipa, the soul is a limited 
entity by being the reflected image of Brahman in avidyā 
which is a limited part of miyd. Since mind is the abode 
of the distinctive manifestation of the soul in the form T’, 
mind too along with avidyd must be admitted as the ad- 
junct of the soul. God — the blend of Brahman and maya 
is the material cause of the world. This point will be 
dealt with in detail in the Chapter on ‘The World’. The 
matter that is of relevance here is that since the blend of 
Brahman and 7796, namely, God is the material cause of 
the world, each and every object of the world is superim- 
posed upon the former. And in that process, Brahman 
associated with 7776 becomes conditioned by the objects. 
It is designated as visayacattanya and it is the manifesting 


factor of the object. In the previous Chapter we referred . 


to the derivatives of mdy@ known as tūlājñāna-s or modal 
ignorances. These are present in the visayacaitanya. Inthe 
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Istasiddht, Vimuktatman states that the modal ignorances 


are as many as the cognitions that remove them. Cit- 


sukha in his Tattvapradipika refers to this view of Vimukt- 
atman.'" 


We have said that there arises the modification of mind 
in the form of an object when the sense-organ comes into 
contact with the object. The modification of mind or the 
mental state is inspired by the reflection of visayacaitanya. 
It removes the modal ignorance present in the latter. Since 
the mind which is the limiting condition of the soul — the 
reflected image of Brahman in avidyd has reached the place 
of the object, the soul also comes to be located there. And 
since the limiting conditions of the consciousness, namely, 
avidya in association with mind and the object are located 
in one and the same place, the consciousness conditioned by 
the two is also one. In other words, the consciousness 
conditioned by the object [vtsayacaitanya| and the conscious- 
ness conditioned by avidyd and mind which is the soul — 
these two have become non-different. 


We have already said that the uisayacaitanya is the 
manifesting factor of the object. Now when the non-diff- 
erence between the visayacaitanya and the soul is effected by 
the sriti, the non-difference between the object and the soul 
ensues as a matter of course. The object now is non-diff- 


erent from the soul. The latter has the knowledge of the 
former. 


Thus according to the view that the soul is a limited 
entity, it must be held that the urttt, besides removing the 
modal ignorance, brings about the identity of the soul and 
the vigayacaitanya thus enabling the soul to have the know- 
ledge of a particular object at a particular time. In 
other words, @varandbhibhava and abhedabhivyakti are the 
functions of the voriti. 


Anubhitisvarupa in his Tippana on the Mandikya- 
karikabhasya states that when the modal ignorance is 
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removed by the ण, the knowledge of the object ensues as 
a matter of course.'** Thus it seems that he assigns to the 
viii the role of dispelling the modal ignorance alone. But 
it must be held that the scope of vríti extends further in 
bringing about the identity between the soul and the 
visayacaitanya too. For, otherwise the soul having no con- 
tact with the vzsayacaitanya cannot have the knowledge of 
the object. 


We have said that the ०४८ removes the modal igno- 
rance. We have also said that there are many modal igno- 
rances present in the consciousness conditioned by an 
object. Now the question arises as to whether the know- 
ledge of an object, that is, the vritt inspired by the reflec- 
tion of visayacaitanya in it removes only one ignorance or 
all ignorances. If it is said that only one ignorance is 
removed, then since other modal ignorances exist and veil 
the objects, there cannot be the manifestation of the object 
even after the rise of the knowledge of that object. Since 
there is the manifestation of the object after the rise of its 
knowledge, it must be held that all ignorances are removed 
by the knowledge of pot that arises first. Then the result 
would be that the knowledge that arises subsequently 
would have no ignorance to remove and so the well-known 
rule that knowledge removes ignorance would lack corres- 
pondence, 


Anubhiitisvarupa in his [sta-Siddhi-Vivarana clarifies 
the position thus; the knowledge of pot that arises first 
removes only one modal ignorance; other modal ignorances 
continue to exist. Yet there could be the manifestation of 
pot. This is analogous to the Nyaya position. According 
to the Nyāya school, the antecedent negations of the cogni- 
tion of an object are as many as the cognitions of the object. 
When one cognition arises, it is only one antecedent nega- 
tion of the cognition of the object is removed. And other 
antecedent negations of the cognition of the object exist. 
Yet it is admitted that there is the manifestation of the 
object. In the same way, when one modal ignorance is 
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removed, other modal ignorances exist and yet there could 
be the manifestation of the object. In other words, it is 
only in the absence of a cognition, ignorance would conceal 
an object. So when there arises the cognition of an object, 
one modal ignorance is removed and other modal igno- 
rances would remain without concealing the object. And 
this explains the manifestation of an object.'" It may be 
added that Nrsimhasrama in his commentary entitled 
Bhavaprakasika'*’ on the Vivarana and Appayya Diksita in 
his Stddhdnta-leSa-sahgraha'™ make reference to this view. 


To sum up: the soul which is under the influence of 
avidyd, etc., attains the knowledge of an object at a parti- 
cular time through artti. 


God, on the other hand, is free from any impediment 
that would stand in the way of the rise of the knowledge of 
objects. He is omniscient. His omniscience is sought to be 
explained in two ways, one in terms of mdyd-vrtti and 
another as Hisessential nature itself, namely, consciousness 
as related to everything. 


Jnanaghanapada, Prakasatman and Anubhitisvaripa 
adopt the first mode of explanation, while Vacaspatimisra 
and Ramadvaya, the second mode. 


The view that God is omniscient may be objected to 
on the following ground: the soul is well-known as the 
knower in view of the fact that it is the substratum of 
knowledge which is only the modification of mind that 
serves as its limiting adjunct. God, however, does not have 
mind as His limiting adjunct. So there is no possibility of 
His being a knower, that is, the substratum of knowledge 
even. Since omniscience is a specific form of knowledge, 
God who is not the substratum of knowledge cannot have 
omniscience. In short God cannot be viewed as an omni- 
scient entity.''° 


Jianaghanapada and Prakasatman answer the above 
objection by making a two-fold classification of knowledge 
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into modification of mind and modification of mayd. They 
hold that just as the mental state or the modification of mind 
which is inspired by the reflection of reality — the pure con- 
sciousness in it is termed knowledge, so also the modification 
of maya which is inspired by the reflection of reality in it 
must be termed knowledge.''' 


In the case of the soul, mind serves as the limiting 
adjunct. Its modification, that is, the mental state relates 
to a particular object. The consciousness reflected in that 
mental state which is known as knowledge has for its con- 
tent only that particular object. So the soul is the sub- 
stratum of the knowledge of a particular object. This posi- 
tion is different in the case of God. Mdyd serves as His 
adjunct. Since it is all-pervasive, its modification com- 
prehends all things of the past, the present and the future. 
‘The consciousness reflected in the modification of maya 
which is knowledge comprehends everything. It is omni- 
science. And, God as the substratum of that knowledge is 
omniscient. Thus Jnanaghanapadaand Prakasatman ex- 
plain omniscience of God in terms of mayd-orttt. 


The above two preceptors further argue that the know- 
ledge of God, asin the case of the soul, is immediate in res- 
pect of the present world. But it is mediate in respect of 
the past and the future objects. This position they explain 
thus: the modification of maya which is in the form of the 
present world and which is inspired by the reflection of 
of consciousness in it is immediate knowledge. This gives 
rise to the latent impression or samskdra. The latter exists 
in maya; and, when it is revived, maya gets itself transform- 
ed into the form of the things experienced. The conscious- 
ness reflected in that modification of mdyd is recollection. 
So the knowledge of the past things which God has is only 
of the nature of recollection. 


In the same way, future things remain in a latent form 
in maya — the adjunct of God. Prior to creation, mdayd, 
in accordance with the merits and demerits of the souls, 
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gets itself transformed into the form of all objects that are 
to be created. This is analogous to the modification of the 
mind of the potter in the form of a pot that is to be created. 
The consciousness reflected therein is knowledge and it is 
mediate in nature. In the same way, in the case of God too 
the consciousness reflected in the modification of maya is 
mediate and is inferential in nature. Thus Jnanaghana- 
pada and Prakasatman explain omniscience of God in 
terms of ma@yd-vrtti and emphasize that it consists in the 
immediate knowledge of the present world, inferential 
cognition of the future and recollection of the past. 


Sri Sankara seems to hold a different view. In his com- 
mentary on the [ksatyadhikarana, he states: 


“those who know the import of the science of 
yoga affirm that it is through the grace of God, 
the yogin-s acquire the immediate knowledge of the 
past and future things. When such is the case, need 
it be said that God has eternal knowledge in regard 
to the creation, sustenance and destruction of the 
world”’."*® 


Thus when Sri Sankara says that the yogin-s acquire the 
power to have the immediate knowledge of the past and the 
future things by the grace of God, it is implied that God’s 
knowledge must be immediate in respect of the past and 
the future things too. 


Anubhitisvariipa while commenting on Sri Sankara’s 
bhagyd on the above section explains his theory of omni- 
science in terms of mãyã-vrtti.' But unlike Jnanaghana- 
pada and Prakasatman he does not state that it is imme- 
diate in respect of the present world and mediate in re- 
spect of the past and the future world. He simply states 
that God is omniscient by being the substratum of know- 
ledge, that is, the mayd-vrttt. This statement when read with 
the text of Sri Sankara’s bhasya cited above shows that 
Anubhitisvarupa favours the theory that God’s omni- 
science is immediate in respect of the present, the past and 
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the future worlds. It is in this light Appayya Diksita under- 
stands Anubhitisvariipa’s view." 


So far we have set forth the view that seeks to explain 
omniscicnce in terms of mdyd-vrtti. We have already said 
that there is yet another view according to which omni- 
science consists in the essential nature of God Himself. 
Ramiadvaya — the author of the Veddntakaumudi advocates 
this view. He argues that God must have omniscience 
even in the state of dissolution in order that He may create 
the world at the end of dissolution. The Upanigadic text 
states that prior to the creation of the world, that is, during 
dissolution there existed nothing apart fromthereality which 
is one only without a second.''' The word “only” excludes 
everything including mdyd-vrttt.""" If God’s omniscience 
is explained in terms of mdyd-vrtti, then since the latter 
does not exist during the time of dissolution, God cannot be 
omniscient then. In the absence of omniscience He can- 
not create the world. On this ground Ramadvaya argues 
that omniscience should not be explained in terms of maya- 
vriti and it should be explained thus: pure consciousness 
which is the essential nature of God manifests everything 
that is related to it. It is this consciousness in relation to 
the objects that is known as omniscience. Méyé is the 
adjunct of God; and, in maya the past world and the world 
that is to be created exist in their subtle forms. Hence 
during the time of dissolution too, God’s essential nature, 
namely, pure consciousness is associated with the subtle 
forms of the past and the future world. Hence omniscience 
holds good even then. It should be noted that according to 
the present view God is omniscience only and He cannot be 
viewed as omniscient, that is, one possessing omniscience. It 
is because His essential nature itself in relation to the ob- 
jects is spoken of as omniscience. And He cannot, there- 
fore, be the substratum of Himself. ° 


The above view of Ramadvaya is recorded in the 
Siddhdnta-leSa-sahgraha. Acyutakrgnananda in his commen- 
tary thereon while examining this view points out certain 

10 
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inherent difficulties. He argues that in the first place it is 
not correct to say that the Upanisadic text “one only with- 
out a second” excludes everything apart from Brahman. It 
is because in that case, one must take that 1776906 and its re- 
lation to the reality too are excluded. Thus there would 
arise conflict with the teaching of the Upanisad that maya 
is located in the reality.’ It might be said that on the 
basis of the above Upanisad, maya and its relation to the 
reality are not excluded during the time of dissolution. 
Acyutakrsnananda points out that on the basis of another 


Upanisadic text that speaks of God as an omniscient be-. 


101४" we should admit that even during the time of dissolu- 
tion God is an omniscient being. And His omniscience 
could be explained only in terms of mdyd-vrtti. On this 
ground Acyutakrsnananda feels that Ramadvaya’s view is 
not sound. 


Like Ramadvaya, Vacaspatimisra too admits that the 
essential nature of God as conditioned by the objects that 
are manifested by it is omniscience. He argues that pure 
consciousness which is the essential nature of God is eternal; 
yet, as defined by the objects it manifests, it is an effect of 
God. The latter thereby becomes the substratum of the 
effect, namely, the consciousness defined by the objects 
which is omniscience.'*' God, therefore, is omniscient. The 
point that is of importance here is that Vacaspatimisra ex- 
plains omniscience not in terms of mapd-vrtti but as the 
essential nature of God Himself. In this respect his view is 
similar to that of Ramadvaya. But while Ramadvaya con- 
siders God as omniscience and not as omniscient, Vacaspati 
maintains that God is omniscient.’ 


It must be noted here that Vācaspati is earlier than 
Ramadvaya. Yet the latter’s view we explained first and 
Vacaspati’s later, as Vacaspati's view is free from the 
defect that is inherent in the view of Ramadvaya. 


To sum up this part of the discussion: the soul comes 
to have the knowledge of the objects of the world through 
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vrtiti. Itthen becomes the agent of actions and the ex- 
perient of the results of actions. The characteristics of 
being an agent, experient, and a knower present in the 
mind are falsely attributed to the soul which is a complex 
of Brahman — the pure consciousness and avidyaé and mind. 
Agency, etc., on the part of the soul are non-real or in- 
determinable. In the same way, God is omniscient by 
being the substratum of omniscience which is m@y@-vriti 
that is inspired by the reflection of pure consciousness in 
it. The characteristic of being an omniscient entity too is 
not natural to God but is only adventitiously presented 
upon Him who is a complex of Brahman — the pure con- 
sciousness and mdyd. Thus God free from mdayd and its 
mode, namely, omniscience and the soul free from avidya, 
mind and their characteristics, namely, agency, etc., are 
pure consciousness or Brahman only. 


Bhaskara objects to the Advaitin’s view that agency 
onthe part of the soul is adventitiously presented and 
therefore is non-real or indeterminable. He argues that it 
is true that agency is adventitiously - presented by the ad- 
junct, namely, mind. But it is real. It is similar to the heat 
that is presented upon the fuel by the adjunct, namely, fire. 
And the heat that is presented upon the fuel is real only. 


Anubhitisvaripa rejects the above objection thus: If 
agency were real on the part of the soul, then it cannot be 
removed. And, liberation which consists in the removal of 
agency, etc., on the part of the soul would be impossible. 
Further, the analogy is not appropriate. It is said that the 
heat that is found in the fire is presented upon the fuel. 
This, however, is not possible. The essential nature of one 
object can never be presented really upon another object. 
Tf at all it is present then it would only be non-real: or 


indeterminable. 


Moreover, the relation of mind — the adjunct to the 
soul cannot be real. It is because in order that there may 
be real association, namely, contact between two factors, 
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what is necessary is that the latter must possess parts. Here 
the soul is partless and hence it can have no real associa- 
tion with the mind. Hence it must be held that the relation 
of mind to the soul is not real. And so agency which is the 
characteristic of the mind cannot be really presented upon 
the soul. But, on account of the false identification with 
mind, the soul which, according to Anubhitisvaripa, is the 
reflected image of Brahman in avidya comes to have the 
characteristic of agency. The latter is indeterminable. 


It might be said that in that case there will be the 
manifestation of one kind of agency which is natural to the 
mind and another which is indeterminably presented upon 
the soul. Anubhitisvariipa states that in view of the mutual 
identification of mind and the soul, there is the manifesta- 
tion of only one kind of agency and not of two kinds.” 


According to Advaita, the adjunct, namely, mind too 
is indeterminable and so agency that is caused by it would 
be indeterminable only. Sri Sankara in his commentary 
on the Brahma-siira states: 


“even by association with an adjunct, an object 
will not really acquire a different nature. Never 
indeed does a crystal which is transparent become 
non-transparent because of its association with 
resin, etc. The cognition of the crystal as non- 


99 135 


transparent is certainly erroneous”. 


It follows from this that agency which is the characteristic 
of the mind is indeterminably presented upon the soul — 
the reflected image of Brahman in avidyd. 


We may conclude this Chapter by stating that the re- 
flected image of Brahman in m4@ya is God who is omniscient, 
and in avidya — the indeterminable part of md@y@ and in 


mind is the soul which is an agent, experient and a knower. ` 


God and soul are thus complex entities and these are res- 
pectively the primary meanings of the terms tat and tvam of 
the major-text tat tvam asi. These two terms, through 
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jahadajahallaksand, leave out a part of their respective 
senses, namely, maya and its characterstic — omniscience in 
the case of God and avidyd, mind and its characteristics of 
agency, etc., in the case of the soul and convey, another 
part, namely, pure consciousness.'** In other words, the 
logical significance of the text tat tvam asi is the non-diffe- 
rence of the essential nature of God from that of the soul. 
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According to Advaita Brahman, isnon-dual. Its non- 
dual nature would hold good only if there is no entity apart 
from it. The souls which may be considered to be other 
than Brahman are proved to be non-different from it. And 
the world of duality given in preception is admitted to be 
non-real, that is, mithyã. The existence of the non-real 
world will in no way contradict the non-dual nature of 
Brahman. 


It might be asked as to how the world could be taken 
as mithya. The Advaitin holds that the text of the Chandog- 
yopanisad: 

_ “sadeva saumya idamagra asit, ekamevadvitiyam’’' 


affirms that the world is mithyd. It is thus: the text — 
sadeva saumya idamagra ५७४ states that prior to creation this 
world (which is now found to be differentiated into names 
and forms) remained as identical with Brahman. This text, 
thus gives us the knowledge of Brahman as associated with 


_ the world (in its subtle form). The complement of the text — 


ekamevadoitiyam predicates the absence of the world in 
Brahman which is. said to be associated with the world. 
Thus this text conveys that Brahman which is associated 
with the world is free from the world. 


In the same way, the Brhaddranyaka text — 
“dve vava brahmano ripe miirtarn caivdmiirtar ca” 


states that there are only two factors which define Brah- 
man; and, they -are those which possess form, namely, earth 
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water and fire, and those which do not possess form, namely, 
air and ether. This text confirms that the world exists in 
Brahman. Í 


The same Upanisad in its text — 
“atha ata 6८४४० neti neti” 


declares the non-existence of the world in Brahman. 


Thus the texts of the Chdndogyopanisad and the Brha- 
ddranyakopanisad affirm the existence of the world in Brah- 
man thus precluding the possibility of viewing it as existing 
elsewhere. Later they negate the existence of the world in 
Brahman. 


An object is not real if it does not exist in the sub- 
stratum wherein it appears. Silver is noticed to be non- 
existent in the shell wherein it appears. Henceit is non- 
real. In the same way, the world is said to be non-existent 
in Brahman wherein it is said to exist. And, so it is non-real 
or mithya. 


In order to know the full significance of the term mithy@ 
one must have a clear understanding of the concepts of sat 
and asat. Sat is that which is not sublatable in the three 
divisions of time — past, present and future.‘ Asat is that 
which is not capable of being perceived as existent at any 
time. When viewed in this light, it is Brahman that alone 
is sat. And the factors such as hare’s horn and the like fall 
under the category of asat. Shell-silver, on the other hand, 
is sublated by the knowledge of theshell and so it is not sat 
or real. Ít is perceived as existent in the ‘substratum, 
namely, the ‘this-element’ of the shell and so it is not asat 
or an absolute nothing. It cannot be real and an absolute 
nothing at once as it is a discrepant notion. Hence, it is 
said that silver is mithyä. This means that it is antrodcaniya 
or indeterminable either as real or as an absolute nothing 


or as both. 


The world too, according to the Upanisad-s,* is sub- 
lated by the direct knowledge of Brahman. Hence it is not 
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sat. Itis given in perceptual cognition as existent and so 
itis not asat or an absolute nothing. It cannot be both 
and hence it is characterized as mithyd or indeterminable. 


The Advaitin explains the origination of the world by 
adopting the theory known as vivartavadda. According to it, 
the cause appears as the effect without itself undergoing any 
change whatsoever. On the basis of the Upanigadic texts— 


“That from whichthe world arises, from which it 
derives its existence and manifestation and into 
which it lapses back at the time of dissolution — 
seek to know that; That is Brahman’, and, 
“Know maya to be the material cause and Brah- 
man as the substratum of mapa’ 

it is admitted that Brahman appears as the world through 
maya. The significance of the above two texts we shall ex- 
plain later. 


The theory known as the vivartavdda proceeds on the 
basis of the criticism of the theory of the asatkdryavdda or 
arambhavada of the Nyaya-Vaisesika and that of the 
satkaryavadda or parinamavdda of the Sankhya-Yoga. 


The Nyaya-Vaisesika school holds the view that every 
effect comes into existence from its prior non-existence. 
The effect does not exist in its cause prior to its origination. 
It is by the causal operation of the efficient cause, like the 
weaver, theeffect, namely, the cloth which is non-existent 
prior to its production comes into existence through the 
relation known as samavadya or inherence over and above 
its cause, namely, the threads.’ 


According to the Nyaya-Vaisesika school the threads 
constitute whatis known as the samavdyikérana or the in- 
herent cause. The threads are parts, while the cloth is the 
whole. And between the parts and the whole, the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika school admits the relation known as samavaya 
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It is in the threads the cloth arises through the relation 
known as samavdya and so the threads are termed samavayi- 
karana. It may be added here that according to the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika school it is only a substance that could 
serve as the inherent cause.'° 


The conjunction of the threads (tantusatnyoga) too which 
is brought about by the efficient cause is necessary for the 
rise of the cloth. This conjunction is termed asamav@yi- 
kdrana or the non-inherent cause. Conjunction is a quality 
and the threads come under the category of substarice. 
Between the two, there is the relation of inherence or sam- 
avaya. Thus the conjunction of the threads exists through 
the relation of inherence in the threads which constitute 
the samavayikdrana ‘of the cloth. And, by being present 
therein, it is the cause of the origination of cloth. It is 
technically termed asamavayikarana. According to the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika it is only a quality or an action that 
could serve as the asamavdyikarana of an effect.'' And that 
which is different from the two and yet serves as the cause 
is termed nimittakdrana or efficient cause." 


The Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of causation is termed 
asatkdryavada because according to it the effect is non-exist- 
ent in its cause prior to its production. It is termed dram- 
bhavdda on the ground that according to it the effect is a 
new Creation. 


In the wake of this basic theory, the Nyaya-Vaisesika 
school argues that atoms which are eternal and partless 
constitute the inherent cause of the world. There are four 
kinds of atoms: earth, water, fire and air. At the beginning 
of creation of the world there arises, by the will of God, 
movement in each and every atom which is of atomic size. 
Two atoms join together to give rise to a binary compound 
(dvyanuka) which has invisible size (anutva) and minuteness in 
length (hrasvatva). Three such binary compounds join to- 
gether to give rise to a triad (éryanuka) which has visible 
size (mahatva) and visible length (dirghatva). Four such triads 
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combine together to form a (caturanuka) which has greater 
visible size and visible length. In this way, the effects — 
earth, water, fire and air are produced." 


Anubhitisvaripa in the Prakatdrtha-Vivarana while 
examining the view of the Nyaya- Vaisesika points out that 
there is no basis for admitting that the caturanuka arises 
from the group of four triads. He cites a text from one 
Ravanabhdsya on the Vaisesika-siitra-s which states that the 
caturanuka arises from four atoms and it is the collection of 
the latter that is responsible for the rise of visible size in it." 
It may be added here that Sri Sankara refers to this view 
in his commentary on the Brahma-sūtra.'* 


It comes to this: according to the Nydya-Vaisesika-s 
the atoms constitute the inherent cause of the binary com- 
pound. It is the conjunction of the two atoms that con- 
stitutes the non-inherent cause. And God is the efficient 
Cause. 


The Vaisesika seeks to establish the existence of the 
atom on the basis of the following inference: 


‘The gradation in limited size ends somewhere; 


it is because it has the characteristic of being a 
gradation; 


like the gradation in great size.” 


The gradation in great size ends in ८७६८ or Atman. In the 
same way, the gradation in limited size must end in a par- 
ticular object and that isthe atom. This inferential argu- 
ment is set forth by Sridhara in his Mydyakandali."’ 


Anubhitisvariipa argues that in the above inferential 
argument the ketu is fallacious. It is thus: according to the 
logicians the paksa or the subject of inference must be a 
valid one. Gradation which is the paksa in the present 
inferential argument does not stand logical scrutiny and 
hence not valid. It cannot be taken as a quality of size. It 
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is because size being a quality cannot have another quality. 
It cannot be viewed asa gencric attribute in view of the 
fact that a generic attribute being uniform in nature does 
not admit of difference such as superiority or inferiority. 
Gradation, however, possesses the latter. Hence it is not a 
generic attribute too. Thus since the paksa or the subject 
of inference could not be proved, the hetu which seeks to 
establish something in it is associated with the fallacy known 
as dSraydasiddhi.'* 


It might be said that gradation is a dharma or a feature. 
Anubhutisvarupa argues that in that case it would end in 
a dharmin and that dharmin is the size and Advaitins would 
accept this position. The point that is to be noted here is 
that the factor wherein gradation ends is not the atom as 
the logicians think but is only the size. Hence the above 
inferential argument does not prove the existence of atom." 


The logicians attempt to prove the existence as well as 
the eternal nature of the atom on the basis of the mah@- 
vidya syllogisms. The distinctive feature of a mahd-vidya 
syllogism is this: the hetu which is kevaldnvayi besides prov- 
ing the intended sddhya in the paksa proves another sadhya 
of the hetu of anvayavyatireki type. It is because the sadhya 
that is intended to be proved by the present hetu would be 
intelligible only if the sddhya of the anvayavyatireki hetu 
exists in the paksa. This syllogism is termed mahd-vidyd as 
it is free from any fallacy. 


The following example from the Mahd-vidyd-vidambana 
of Bhattavadindra would make the above position clear: 


‘ayam Sabdah, sva-svetaravrttitvdnadhikarand- 


nityanisthadhikaranam, prameyatuat, ghatavat’.*' 


In this inferential argument the ४८८४८ may be ex- 
plained as follows: 


sva-svetaravrttitvobhayabhdvavan yah anityanistho dharmah 
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In order to know the significance of this sédhya, it is 
necessary to have a clear understanding of the concept of 
ubhaydbhdva. If pot alone exists and not the cloth, there is 
the absence of the two. Thus if one of the two objects is 
present, then there is ubhaydbhava. This will become clear 
if we contrast it with anyatardbhdva. The latter we have 
when there is the absence of the pot as well as the cloth. 
This means that neither the pot nor the cloth is present.’ 


To sum up this position: if one object is present and 
another is not, then we have ubhayabhdva. If the two are 
not present then we have anyatardbhdva. 


Now the present sadhya is a feature which possesses 
ubhayadbhava. And this feature varies when we construe it 
with the sapaksa and the paksa. 


In relation to the sapaksa, the sddhya is tadghatatvam. 
It possessess ubhayabhdva. It is thus: the word sva in the 
sentence that stands for the sddhya signifies Sabda which is 
the paksa or the subject of the present inference. ‘This 
feature — tadghatatvam is not present in $abda which is the 
meaning of sva. Thus it is not svavriti. It is, however, 
present in {the pot which is different from Sabda. It is, 
therefore, svetaravriti. Thus this feature is svetaravrttt but 
not svavrtti. In other words, the characteristic of being 
present in something other than $abda (svetaravrttitva) abides 
in tadghatatvam. The characteristic of being present in 
$abda (svavrttitvam) is not present in it. As a result sva- 
svetaravrttitvobhayābhāva is present in tadghatatvam. The 


latter is present in the non-eternal object — pot which is 
the sapaksa. 


_ Ih relation to the paksa, the sddhya is etacchabdatva. It 
is svaurtti as it is present in Sabda. It is Svetaraurtti as it is 
not present in anything that is different from ४०७८७. In 
other words, svavrttitva is present in etacchabdatva while 
Svetaravrttitva is not present. Hence etacchabdatva has sva- 
svetaravrttitvobhayabhdva. And, etacchabdatva is present in 
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the paksa — Sabda. The hetu — prameyatva too is present 
therein. 


The feature — etacchabdatva is said to be present in a 
non-eternal entity. This would hold good only if Sabda 
wherein etacchabdatva is present is non-eternal. Thus this 
inferential argument incidentally proves the non-eternal 
nature of the $abda.° 


The latter is proved by a. hetu of the anvayavyatireki 
type which is as follows: 


‘fabda is non-eternal; 


it is because it is produced; 


१24 


like a pot. 


Thus the mahd-vidya syllogism referred to earlier proves 
that the feature etacchabdatva is present in paksa. And asa 
matter of course $abda is proved to be non-eternal too. 


The logicians seek to prove the existence of atom on 
the basis of the following mahd-vidyd syllogism: 


«ayam ghatah etadvyatiriktanityetaramurta- 
nyonyabhavavan, prameyatvdt, patavat.”** 


This syllogism may be explained as follows: 


This pot has difference (anyonydbhdvavdn) from an 
object which has limited size (mirta) and which is 
different from a non-eternal object (anityetara) 
that is distinct from the pot (etadvyatirikta); it is 
because it is knowable; like a cloth. 


In the cloth which is the sapaksa, the sddhya is present. It 
is thus: cloth has difference (anyonydbhdvavdn) from this pot 
which has limited size (mūrta) and which is different from 
rope — a non-eternal object (anityetara) that is different 
from this pot (etadghatavyatirikta). The hetu — prameyatva 


too exists therein. 


The paksa, namely, ‘this pot’, has difference (anyonyd- 
bhava) from the atom which has limited size (murta) and 
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which is different from a non-eternal object, namely, cloth 
(anityetara) that is different from this pot (etadghatavya- 
tirtkta). Here the sddhya is paramanubheda. This would 
hold good only if paramānu or atom exists. Thus the exis- 
tence of atom is proved by this mahd-vidyd syllogism. 


The existence of atom is proved on the basis of anvaya- 
vyatireki hetu thus; 


‘The parts of the triad, namely, dvyanuka is compos- 
ed of parts; 


it is because it has the characteristic of giving rise 
to an object of greater visible size (mahadarainbha- 
katva); 


like a pot-sherd.’*' 


The part of dvyanuka is atom. The hetu is anvayavyatireki. 
It is thus: whichever is mahadarmabhaka is composed of parts 
like a pot-sherd. And whichever is not composed of parts 
like dk@Sa is not mahadérambhaka. Thus the atom which is 
proved on the basis of this hetu of anvayavyatireki type is 
proved by the maha vidya syllogism. 


Anubhiitisvaripa rejects the above syllogism thus: if it 
is contended that let the etu be there and the sdédhya need 
not be, logicians have no valid argument to disprove this 
contention. Moreover, the sapaksa, namely, the cloth may 
be viewed as different from itself according to this syllo- 
gism. It is thus: cloth has difference (anyonyabhavavan) from 
itself which has limited size (marta) and which is different 
from rope — a non-eternal object (anityetara) that is diffe- 
rent from this pot. But cloth cannot have difference from 
its own self. Thus the sapaksa does not possess the 5००८५८ 
and hence there results the defect known as sddhyavaikalya.”' 
Anubhttisvarupa, therefore, concludes that this mah@-vidyd 
syllogism is not sound. 


The logicians establish the eternal nature of atom on 
the basis of the maha-vidya@ syllogism which is as follows: 
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‘paramanuh nityatvavyatiriktaitannisthadharmdn- 
yadharmavan prameyatvdt patavat’® 


In relation to the sapaksa, the sddhya is cloth-ness. It is 
thus: cloth has a feature (dharmavan), namely, cloth-ness. 
It is different (anya) from etatparamanutva or the characteri- 
stic of being this particular atom which is present in this 
particular atom (etannisthadharma) and which is different 
from eternality (nityatvavyatirikta). Thus cloth-ness is 
proved in the sapaksa wherein the hetu — prameyatva too 
exists. 


In relation to the paksa, nityatva itself is the sadhya. It 
is thus: the atom has a feature (dharmavdn), namely, eterna- 
lity (nityatva). It is different (anya) from etatparamanutva 
which is present in this atom (etannisthadharma) and which 
is different from eternality (nityatvavyatirikta). Thus eter- 
nality is proved in the paksa wherein the hetu — prameyatva 
too exists." 


The eternal nature of the atoms is proved by a hetu of 
the anvayavyatireki type which is as follows: 


‘Atoms are eternal; 
because they are partless substances; 


like the self.’?' 


The hetu is anvayavyatireki. It is thus: whichever is a 
partless substance is eternal like the self. And whichever 
is not eternal like the pot is not a partless substance. Thus 
the eternal nature of the atoms which is proved on the basis 
of this ketu of anvayavyatireki type is proved by the maha- 
vidya syllogism. 


Anubhiitisvariipa rejects the above syllogism. He states 
that the present hetu which seeks to prove the sädhya, namely, 
the eternal nature of the atoms is a fallacious one as it can 
be used to prove the opposite side too. In other words, the 
present hetu is associated with the fallacy known as virodha. 


This Anubhiitisvariipa explains thus: 
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‘paramanuh anityatoavyatiriktaitannisthadha- 
rmanyadharmavan, prameyatvat, patavat.”** 


The sapaksa — the cloth has cloth-ness as its feature 
(dharmavan). The cloth-ness is different (anya) from etat- 
paramanutva which is present in the paramdnu (etannistha- 
dharma). The latter is different from the feature — anityatva 
or non-eternality. Thusthe sadhya, namely, the cloth-ness 
is present inthe sapaksa and the hetu — prameyatva too is 
present therein. 


The paksa — the atom has non-eternality (anityatva) as 
its feature (dharmavan). It is different (anya) from etatpara- 
manutva which is present in the paramanu (etannisthadharma). 
The latter is different from the feature — anityatva or non- 
eternality. Thus the syllogism which is aimed at proving 
eternality of the atoms can well prove the reverse of it, 
namely, the non-eternality. 


The point that is of importance here is that the mah@- 
vidya syllogisms which are characterized as free from falla- 
cies are not so. Hence on the basis of these syllogisms neither 
the atoms nor their eternal nature can be proved. 


The theory of causation too advocated by the Nyaya- 
Vaisegika school is not sound. According to the latter, the 
effect does not exist in its cause prior to its production and 
the causal operation brings into existence that which is 
totally non-existent. This position is wrong. It is because 
the non-existence of the effect (say) cloth is present every- 
where prior to its production. Hence the cloth could arise 
even from a lump of clay. But it is not so. One who 
desires to have a cloth seeks only the threads and not the 
clay. This recourse to an appropriate material shows that 
the effect pre-exists in its cause. It is precisely on this 
ground that the theory of causation admitted by the Nyaya- 
Vaisegika school is rejected by the Sankhya school.” 


The Nyaya-Vaisegika school might get over the above 
difficulty by stating that it is only the threads that have 
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the potency to give rise to the cloth and not the lump of 
clay. Hence recourse to the threads by one who secks the 
cloth becomes intelligible even according to the asatkarya- 
vada.*' 


Vacaspatimisra anticipates this objection and rejects 
it in his Sdnkhyatattvakaumudi thus: the contention of the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika school that threads alone have the 
potency to give rise to the cloth involves the relation bet- 
ween the potency and the cloth which is to be effected. 
This implies that the relata of the relation must be existent. 
Here although potency — one of the relata exists, the 
other relatum, namely, the cloth that is to be effected is 
not present prior to its production. And there cannot be 
any relation between potency and the effect which is not 
existent. Hence the argument.of the Nyaya-Vaisegika is 
not sound. 


To sum up this part of the discussion: 


(i) The theory of causation according to the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika is known as asatkdryavida or Grambhavada. The 
Sankhya school rejects this theory. 


(ii) Atoms are admitted to be the ultimate cause of 
the world. They are held to be eternal too. It has been 
proved that neither the atoms nor their eternal nature can 
stand logical scrutiny. 


In contrast to the theory of the asatkéryavdida, the 
Sankhya advocates the theory known as satkdryavada. 
According to this theory, the effect exists in the cause prior 
to its production. This school points out that only then 
recourse to the appropriate material like the threads by 
the one who desires the cloth would be intelligible.’ When 
it is said that the effect pre-exists in its cause what is meant 
is that it exists in its subtle form and causal operation brings 
about the transformation of what is subtle into a gross 
form. Thus the effect, according to this theory, is not a 
new creation but is only a transformation of what is subtle 

12 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


90 Three Little Known Advaitins 


into a gross form.” Hence this theory is designated as 
satkdryavdda and also as parinämavāda. 


Following this theory, the Sahkhya maintains that the 
material cause of the world is prakrti which is insentient. It 
consists of the three strands of sattva, rajas and tamas which 
respectively stand for happiness, misery, and ignorance. 
It is arrived at by taking into consideration the nature of 
the objects of the world. The latter such as pot, sound and 
the like are characterized by happiness, misery and ignor- 
ance. Pot, for example, is of the nature of happincss in 
the case of one who possesses it, of the nature of misery 
in the case of one who has lost it, and of the nature of 
ignorance in respect of one by whom it is not known. Thus 
since every object is characterized by the above three fac- 
tors, it is held that the cause also must be of such nature. 
And it is prakrti. It is insentient.** The only other eternal 


entity, namely, the purusa is sentient but it is supra-rela- 
tional.” 


This prakrti has a two-fold function, one relating to the 
period of dissolution and another, to that of creation. In 
the former state, the three strands of prakrti are in a state 
of equilibrium. In this aspect it is termed pradhdna. The 
entire world remains therein in a subtle form. 


At the beginning of creation the equilibrium is dis- 
turbed, these strands come to be related to one another 
through primary-subsidiary relation and the creation of the 
world proceeds. The creation of the world is only the 
transformation of what is subtle into a gross form. 


Following the author of the Brahma-siitra and Sri 
Sankara, Anubhitisvaripa states that happiness, etc., 
which are mental modes are distinct from the objects as 
they are caused by the latter. The objects of the world are 
not of the nature of happiness as the Sankhya school con- 
tends. Hence the assertion that prakrti is the cause of 
the world on the ground that the latter is characterized by 
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happiness, ctc., is wrong. It comes to this that the concept 
of prakrti itself is false. 


The Sankhya contends that the prakrti which is insen- 
tient transforms itself into the form of the world of its own 
accord. The only other eternal entity, namely, purusa is 
totally distinct from it and is supra-relational. Thus the 
Sankhya holds that the prakrti — the insentient one gets 
itself transformed into the form of the world without being 
guided by any intelligent being. Anubhiutisvariipa rejects 
this contention on the basis of the following inferential 
arguments: 


l. The world cannot be the creation of an indepen- 
dent insentient entity; 
it is because it is of variegated nature; 
like a mansion.‘’ 

2. Prakrti is not the independent cause of the world; 
it is because it is insentient; 
like the lump-form of clay.“ 


3. This world is created by an intelligent being; 
it is because it consists of orderly arrangement; 
like a mansion.“ 


Thus Anubhiitisvaripa points out that an insentient entity 
without being guided by an intelligent being is not effica- 
cious in giving rise to an effect of its own accord. 


It might be said that the purusa — the intelligent being 
directs the prakrt! to undergo change. Anubhitisvariipa 
states that this could be reduced into the form of the 


following inferential argument: 


The prakrti is capable of giving rise to the effect 
by being guided by an intelligent being; 

it is because it is an insentient entity; 

like the lump-form of clay.“ 


The criticism of this view would be that the funda- 
mental tenet of the Sankhya system that the prakréz is totally 
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independent of the purusa would be contradicted. Further, 
if the prakrti is admitted to be dependent upon the purusa, 
then it would be similar to mdya@ which is dependent upon 
Brahman and which is admitted by the Advaitin as the 
transformaitve material cause of the world. Hence the 


Sankhya school would be adopting the line of the argu- 
ment of the Advaitins.* 


The theory of causation too advocated by the Sankhya 
school is not sound. According to the latter, the effect pre- 
exists in the cause in a subtle form and the causal operation 
brings about the manifestation of what is subtle into a gross 
form. The Nyaya-Vaisesika who upholds the doctrine of 
the asatkāryavāda asks the question whether manifestation 
is existent or non-existent. To either of the views there 
are difficulties. If it were existent, then it need not be 
brought into existence and the causal operation would 
become futile. To overcome this difficulty, if it is held that 
manifestation is non-existent, then it must be said that 
causal operation brings into existence that which is not 
existent prior to its production. This is precisely the 
asatkaryavdda.“' Thus if the Sankhya school were to admit 
the second alternative, it will be forced to subscribe to the 
asatkaryavada which it has rejected. 


From the above it follows that the effect cannot be 
viewed as existent in its cause prior to its production. We 
have earlier pointed out that it cannot be viewed as non- 
existent too in its cause as the Nydya-Vaisesika school 
admits. In the same way, the effect cannot be viewed either 
as identical with the cause or as different from it. It is thus: 
if the effect were entirely different from the cause as the 
Nyaya-VaiSesika school maintains, then there cannot be the 
cognition involving identity in the form mrdghatah. Jt is 
because we do not have such cognition between two dispa- 
rate objects like a cow anda horse. If, on the other hand, 
the effect were identical with the cause as the Sankhya 
school maintains, then one and the same object would have 
to be viewed as cause and effect. In that case the causal 
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relation between the two cannot be maintained. Further, 
if the cause were identical with the effect, then there will 
not be difference in the practical efficiency of the two. The 
cause — the lump-form of the clay, for example, is adapted 
to the practical need of bringing into existence the effect, 
namely, the pot, while the effect, that is, the pot is adapted 
to the practical need of bringing water. Thus the practical 
efficiency of the one differs from the other. If the cause and 
the effect were identical, then the lump-form of the clay can 
be used to bring water and the pot may be efficacious in 
bringing into existence a pot. Since this is not the case, we 
have to hold that the cause and effect are distinct. In that 
case, the cognition involving identity in the form mrdghatah 
would not hold good. 


It follows from the above that the effect cannot be 


viewed as either identical with or different from the cause. — 


Nor can it be viewed as either existent or non-existent in 
the cause prior to its production. Hence it is antrvacaniya. 
This is the view of Advaitins.** 


Bhaskara at this stage argues that the world is not 
anirvacaniya as the Advaitin thinks. It is real by being the 
real transformation of Brahman.*’ 


It might be said that if Brahman gets itself transformed 
into the world, then Brahman as such would cease to exist 
and liberation which is identical with it would be an im- 
possibility. To get over this difficulty, ifit were held that a 
part of Brahman alone gets transformed, then Brahman 
should be admitted as composed of parts and being so it 
would be non-eternal. Further, the Upanisadic text which 
states that Brahman is partless, free from action, etc., would 


be contradicted.*° 


Bhaskara states that Brahman possesses a two-fold 
power known as the bhoktrSakti and the bhogyaśakti. By 
unfolding these two, it differentiates itself as the souls and 
the world respectively without being affected thereby. This 
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is all what is meant when it is said that Brahman gets itself 
transformed into the forms of the souls and of the world. 
The soul by being identified with mind acquires agency and 
other characteristics and they are real.’ 


Bhaskara further argues that the experience in the 
form mrdghatah points out that there is identity between 
the cause and the effect. The effect is only an aspect of the 
cause and it is entirely dependent upon the latter.’ In this 
respect it is identical with the cause. But since the purpose 
served by the cause is entirely different from the one that is 
served by the effect, there is difference between the two. It 
comes to this that there is difference-cum-identity between 
the cause and the effect. When viewed in this light, there 
is difference-cum-identity between Brahman — the cause 
and the world of objects — the effect.‘ 


Exactly similar consideration applies to the relation 
between the soul and Brahman. The Upanisadic text’ which 
states that the self, that is, Brahman is to be realized (by the 
soul) affirms the difference between the soul who is to realize 
and Brahman which is to be realized. The texts like tat 
tvam asi, however, speak of the identity between the two. 
Since there is no stronger reason to hold that one of the 
two texts is not valid, we have to treat both of them as 
valid.°® 


Now it might be objected that bheda being absence 
of abheda and abheda being absence of bheda are mutually 
exclusive of each other. And so the two cannot co-exist in 
one and the same object. 


Bhaskara answers this objection by stating that in 
regard to conflict or absence of conflict it is only pramana 
that is the criterion. ‘The co-existence of bheda and abheda 
is based on pramana. As has been said earlier, the percep- 
tual experience mrdghatah points to the fact that there is 
difference and also non-difference between pot and the lump 
of clay. In the same way, the Upanisadic texts convey 
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difference as well as non-difference between the soul and 
Brahman.” 


Anubhitisvartipa records this contention of Bhāskara 
in the Prakatdrtha-Vivarana.** 


It might be said that if Brahman were admitted to be 
undergoing change in the form of the world, then there 
would arise conflict with the Upanigadic text that speaks 
of Brahman as unchangeable. 


Kesava, a follower of Bhaskara, argues that Brahman 
remains changeless prior to the creation of the world and 
not subsequent.to it. And the above Upanigadic text refers 
to the changeless nature of Brahman at that stage. Thus 
the teaching of the Upanisad that Brahman is changeless is 
not in conflict with the position that Brahman undergoes 
change, as the former relates to the stage prior to creation 
while the latter to the stage that is subsequent toit. He 
further argues that the texts which speak of the creation of 
the world by Brahman and which thereby convey that the 
latter undergoes change are many, while the texts that speak 
of Brahman as changeless are few. Moreover the instruc- 
tion that Brahman is changeless is futile while the instruction 
that Brahman undergoes change into the form of the world 
and of the souls is fruitful. It is, therefore, proper to hold 
that the texts that speak of Brahman as undergoing change 
contradict those that convey Brahman to be changeless.®® 


It might be said that if the world were the transforma- 
tion of Brahman, then it would be a distinct reality and so 
there would arise conflict with the Upanigadic text — 


vacdrambhanam vikdro namadheyam™ 


which states that the effect (vikdrah) is non-real as it is 
merely referred to by name and the verbal usage that one is 
the cause and another is the effect is devoid of any content. 


Bhaskara argues that the above Upanisadic text does 
not convey the non-real nature of the effect. The word 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


(८-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


96 Three Little Known Advaitins 


vikdrah in the text stands for the object that is signified. 
And the word nimadheyam means the significative word, 
And the whole text conveys that the sense of speech func- 
tions by depending upon the word that signifies and the 
object that is signified.” 


Kesava, on the other hand, states that the above 
Upanisadic text simply negates the absolute difference 
between the cause and the effect. The effect as such is real 
and not non-real as the Advaitins think." 


It might be said that if the soul being the transforma- 
tion of Brahman were really different from the latter, then 
there would arise conflict with the Upanisadic text — 


sadeva saumya idamagra ५७४ ekamevddvitiyam™ 


which states that Brahman is non-dual in the sense that it 


is free from any real entity apart fromit. Further, there 
would be conflict with the Upanisadic text — 


mrtyoh sa mrtyumapnoti ya tha ndneva paśyati* 


which reproves the cognition of duality by stating that he 
who sees duality as it were will experience phenomenal 
existence oftentimes. 


Kesava argues that the Upanisadic text — 


sadeva saumya idamagra asit 


conveys that Brahman is free from duality prior to the 
creation of the world and not subsequent to it. Hence the 
existence of the world and the souls as distinct realities 
subsequent to the creation of the world is in no way con- 
tradictory to the Upanisadic view that Brahman is free 
from duality prior to the creation of the world. 


In the same way, the Upanigadic text 
mrtyoh sa mrtyumapnoti ya tha naneva paSyati 


reproves only the cognition of duality, but does not reject 
duality as such. Hence the view that Brahman is different 
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from the world and the souls is not in conflict with any of 
the Upanisadic texts." 


Anubhiitisvaripa in the Prakatdrtha-Vivarana critically 
examines the views of Bhaskara and Kesava. It has been 
said by Bhaskara that Brahman unfolds its power of 
bhokirsaktt and bhogyaSakti and thereby becomes the souls 
and the world respectively. Anubhitisvariipa argues that 
the concept of Sakti itself does not hold good. He raises 
the question whether the Sakti is non-real or real. If it were 
non-real, then it is identical with maya admitted by the 
Advaitins. If it were real, then it must stand logical analysis. 
But it does not. It is thus: the Sakti cannot be taken either 
as identical with or as different from Brahman. When it is 
said that Brahman has sakti, then Brahman is the dharmi 
and the Sakti is the dharma. The relation of dharma-dharmi- 
bhava cannot hold good between two entities which are 
absolutely distinct. Nor does it hold good ;between two 
entities that are absolutely identical. It cannot be said that 
there is the relation of identity-cum-difference between 
Brahman and the Sakti. It is because bheda and abheda are 
well-known to be opposed to each other. It is thus: the cog- 
nition of difference in the reflected moons in different vessels 
filled in with water issublated by the cognition of oneness 
or identity of the moon. From this it follows that oneness 
or identity is opposed to difference. Being thus opposed to 
each other, bheda and abheda cannot co-exist. The concept 
of bhedabheda itself thus stands discredited.” 


Moreover, Sakti relates to the Sakya or the object that is 
effected by it. The latter can neither be real nor an absolute 
nothing. It is because the real being existent always can- 
not be effected. The absolute nothing too can never be 
effected by any means whatsoever.” 


It follows from the above that the Saki! of Brahman 
must be taken as non-real as it cannot be viewed either as 
identical with or as different from Brahman, and Sakya — 
its object too cannot be taken either as real or as an absolute 

13 
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nothing. And the non-real Sakti of Brahman is only the 
770976 of the Advaita Vedanta.” 


Bhaskara has said that the perceptual experience in the 
form mrdghatah points to the fact that there is difference 
and also non-difference between the pot and the lump of 
clay. This position is not correct. In the first place, as 
has been set forth earlier bheda and abheda being opposed 
to each other cannot co-exist. In the second place, the ex- 
perience mrdghatah instead of proving difference-cum-iden- 
tity between the pot and the lump of clay proves that pot 
is neither identical with nor different from the lump of clay, 
Nor can it be viewed as either existent or non-existent in 
the cause prior to its production. This we have discussed 
earlier. The experience mrdghatah simply points out that 
the pot has no independent existence apart from the lump 
of clay. It comes to this that the pot is anirvacaniya. Hence 
the assertion of Bhaskara that the co-existence of bheda and 
abheda is based upon pramdna is wrong." 


In regard to the relation between the soul and Brah- 
man it is non-difference that is natural and difference is 
only adventitious. The text that conveys non-difference 
between the two points to the identity which is the essential 
nature of Brahman. And the text that conveys the diffe- 
rence between the two merely re-states the difference that 
is caused by the limiting adjuncts." Hence the assertion 
of Bhaskara that the identity-cum-difference between the 
soul and Brahman is based on the pramana — the Upani- 
§ad-s is not sound. In the chapter on Jiva and Isvara, we 
have proved the identity of the soul with Brahman by 
examining Bhaskara’s criticisms against Advaita in the light 
of the arguments of Anubhitisvaripa. 


Kesava has said that the view that Brahman undergoes 
change is not in conflict with the Upanigadic text” that 
speaks of Brahman as unchangeable as it refers to the 
changeless nature of Brahman prior to the state of creation 
and not subsequent to it. 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


The World 99 


Anubhitisvaripa argues that the above Upanigadic 
text speaks of the changeless nature of Brahman without 
referring to any specific point of time. Hence it isnot proper 
to interpret the Upanisadic text as stating that Brahman 
is changeless prior to creation. The texts that speak of 
Brahman as the cause of the world and thereby imply that 
Brahman undergoes change refers to Brahman which is 
falsely identified with the effects which, by being projected 
by maja are illusory. This position is similar to the shell 
which by itself is free from silver and yet appears to be re- 
lated to the silver that is non-real.” 


It has further been said by Kesava that the Upani- 
gadic texts that speak of Brahman as changeless are few and 
also futile, while the texts that speak of the creation of the 
world by Brahman are many and fruitful. Hence the latter 
stultify the former. 


Anubhiitisvarupa rejects the above contention by stat- 
ing that it is not correct to say that the texts that convey 
Brahman to be changeless are to be taken as contradicted 
on the ground that they are few. It is because in that case 
the injunctive texts which are few in ‘the ritualistic section 
of the Veda are to be taken as stultified by the recommen- 
datory passages which are many.” 


Moreover, the text that speaks of Brahman as change- 
less is not futile as Kesava thinks. It is said in the Taittiri- 
2०४८7०८४८८ that he who has realized one’s identity with 
Brahman which is changeless (aniruktam) attains non-trans- 
migratory nature, while he who cognizes duality experien- 
ces transmigration. It comes to this that the texts that speak 
of creation have for their content the indeterminable crea- 
tion of the world. 


Moreover reasoning or tarka confirms that which is 
known through a pramana. The Upanigadic text that speaks 
of Brahman as changeless is supported by the reasoning of 
the form “If Brahman were subject to change then it would 


be composed of parts and therefore non-eternal”. Hence the - 
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above text is more powerful than the texts that speak of the 
creation of the world by Brahman thereby implying that 
Brahman is subject to change. 


It has been said by Kesava that the Upanisadic text— 
sadeva saumya idamagra dsit ekamevadvitiyam™ 


refers to the non-dual nature of Brahman prior to creation 
and not subsequent to it. This, however, is wrong. It is 
because the above text which is in the beginning ofthe 
sadvidya section of the Chandogyopanisad refers to the state 
of dissolution and speak of the non-dual nature of Brahman 
then. But even after the creation of the world, Brahman 
remains asnon-dual only. This is {stated by the following 
Upanisadic text in the concluding part of the sadvidya 
section: 


attaddtmyam idam sarvam tatsatyam** 


This text means that the entire world given in perception 
(idam sarvam) is Brahman only (attadadtmyam) and the latter 
is real. It cannot be taken as conveying the identity bet- 
ween the world and Brahman under the notion that the 
words idam sarvam and aitad@tmyam are in appositional rela- 
tion to each other. It is because there can be no identity 
between the world which is insentient and Brahman which 
is sentient. Hence the appositional relation that exists 
between the above words must be taken in the view of badha 
or sublation. This point we shall discuss in detail in the 
sixth chapter ofthe present thesis. This text means that 
Brahman is that wherein there is the absence of the world. 
Brahman therefore, is non-dual. The point that is of im- 
portance here is that the text in the beginning of the sadvidyd 
section refers to the state of dissolution and states that Brah- 
man is non-dual then. Subsequent to the creation of the 
world too Brahman is non-dual and this is stated by the 
Upanisadic text in the concluding part of the same section. 
The contention of Kesava that Brahman is non-dual prior 
to creation and not subsequent to it is totally against the 
teaching of the Upanisad-s. 
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Kesava has further stated that the Upanigadic text — 
mrtyoh sa mrtyumdpnoti ya iha ndneva pa§yatt 


does not reject duality but only reproves the cognition of 
duality. Hence the world characterized by duality is real. 


Anubhitisvariipa argues that if duality were real, then 
the reproval of the cognition of duality would not hold good. 
Further the usage of the word iva in the expression ndneva 
which means duality as it were would not hold good, if 
' duality were real. On these grounds Anubhitisvarupa 
rejects the contention of Kesava. 


The Chandogya text — 


vacdrambhanam vikdro ndmadheyam mrttiketyeva satyam" 


affirms the non-reality of the effects and the reality of the 
cause. It states that pot — the effect is merely referred to 
in the expressions such as ‘The pot exists’. It is not real. 
Earlier, while analysing the perceptual experience mrdghatah, 
it has been pointed out that the pot can neither be viewed 
as identical with nor as different from clay and so it is non- 
real or anirvacaniya. Thisis the significance of the expression 
vacdrambhanam vikdrah. It may be added here that 
Bhaskara’s contention that the experience mrdghatah points 
to the difference-cum-identity between the pot and the clay 
has been proved by Anubhiitisvaripa to be unsound. 


It may be asked that if pot were anirvacaniya or non- 
real, then how are we to account for the experience ‘the 
pot has come into existence from clay’ which involves refe- 
rence to the difference between the pot and the clay. It is 
answered that since we cannot take the pot as different 
from or as identical with the clay, the above verbal usage is 
to be considered as devoid of any content. In other words, 
the difference between the clay and the pot, that is, the 
cause and the effect too which is noticed in the verbal usage 
is anirvacaniya like the effect. This is the significance of the 


word namadheyam. 
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The question that suggests itself at this Stage is: what 
then is real? The Upanisad answers that it is clay alone that 
is real (mrttiketyeva satyam) as it exists prior to the origina- 
tion of pot, at the time of the existence of pot and also after 
the destruction of pot. The import of this statement is that 
the causal factor alone is real and the effect is non-real or 
anirvacaniya.®* 


It must be noted here that the clay — the cause is real 
when compared to the pot — the effect. And the clay is not 
absolutely real. It is only Brahman the cause of clay and 
other objects of the world that is absolutely real in view of 
its non-sublation in the three divisions of time — past, 
present and future. The text mrttiketyeva satyam refers to 
the reality of the clay — the cause as an example for the 
reality of the cause of the world, namely, Brahman and the 
text vacdrambhanam vikdro nimadheyam refers to the non- 
reality of pot — the effect as an example of the non-reality 
of the world. The word eva in the expression mrttiketyeva 
excludes reality in respect of the effects." 


Bhaskara considers that the pot too is real. Anubhitis- 
varupa in his commentary Candrikā on the Nydyadipavali 
argues that in that case the promissory statement in the 


Upanisad-s will be contradicted. We shall explain this in 
some detail, 


In the Chandogyopanisad, Aruni — the father asks his 
son Svetaketu thus: ‘Have you ever sought after that prin- 
ciple which could be known only through instruction and 
by knowing which that which is not heard will become 
heard, that which is not deliberated will become deliberated 
and that which is not ascertained will become ascertained. 
This text thus conveys that by the knowledge of Brahman 
there would result the knowledge of everything else. 


Now the question arises as to how could there arise the 
knowledge of everything by the knowledge of Brahman. 
The illustrative example of the knowledge of the effects 
such as pot, jar, etc., that results from the knowledge of clay 
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is provided by the Upanisad** to answer this question. If 
pot were real, then it will be independent of clay and so 
there will not arise the knowledge of pot by the knowledge 
of clay. Hence it must be held that pot is non-real and it 
does not have any independent existence apart from its 
cause, namely, the clay. When viewed in this light, the 
world — the effect does not have any independent existence 
apart from Brahman — the cause. And the knowledge of 
the cause would result in the knowledge of the effect. Thus 
it is only by admitting that the effect has no independent 
existence apart from the cause and sois non-real or anirva- 
caniya we can maintain the validity of the promissory state- 
ment, 


The import of the promissory statement would be con- 
tradicted if the world were admitted to be real, independent 
of Brahman. In that case the knowledge of Brahman 
would not result in the knowledge of the world which is real 
as it isindependent of Brahman. It must, therefore, be con- 
cluded that the import of the promissory statement implies 
that the world bas no independent reality apart from Brah- 
man and it is a mere appearance of Brahman like silver in 


a shell. 


It may be added here that we have a similar promissory 
statement in the Brhaddranyakopanisad wherein Yajna- 
valkya instructs Maitreyi that by knowing Brahman 
through Vedantic study, reflection and meditation every- 
thing else will become known.” 


An objection may be raised at this stage. The know- 
ledge of Brahman cannot result in the knowledge of the 
world in all its specific aspects. For, the world is an appea- 
rance of Brahman, like silver in a shell. The knowledge 
of the shell removes the appearance of silver and as such we 
do not have the knowledge of silver at all. In the same 
way, when the knowledge of Brahman arises the world 
which is an appearance in Brahman will be removed and 
as such one cannot have the knowledge of the world at all. 
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So the promissory statements which assert that by the 
knowledge of Brahman there would ensue the knowledge of 
the world are not valid. 


The above objection is answered by saying that when 
it is said that by the knowledge of Brahman there would 
result the knowledge of everything what is intended to be 
conveyed is that there will arise the knowledge of the true 
nature of every object. And this knowledge is of the form 
that Brahman is the essential nature of every object, and no 
object has independent existence apart from Brahman. 


The explanation given above is based upon the teach- 
ing of the Mundakopanisad which too has a promissory state- 
ment. In that Upanisad, the sage Saunaka besought Angiras 
to impart him the knowledge of That by which everything 
else will become known.”. Angirasimparts him the know- 
ledge of Brahman and concludes by saying that by attain- 
ing this knowledge one would transcend the knot of ८०729." 
He has not said that by the knowledge of Brahman every- 
thing else will become known. And when he says that the 
knowledge of Brahman will result in transcending avidyd, 
what he means is that everything else will be known as 
. having no independent reality and every object as deriving 
its existence and manifestation from the substratal prin- 
ciple — Brahman. Thus the promissory statements in the 
Upanisad-s that by knowing Brahman everything else will 
become known reinforces the conclusive view of the Advai- 
tin that the world is non-real. 


When it is thus clear that the Upanisadic text — 
vacarmbhanam ०८९४०7० namadheyam mritiketyeva satyam 


is chiefly intended to substantiate the promissory statement 
of the Upanisad, Bhaskara’s interpretation that it conveys 
that the sense of speech functions by depending upon the 
object (vikāra) and the word (ndmadheyam) has no bearing 
upon the matter in hand $: 
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It has been said by Kesava that the vécarathbhanaSruti 
negates only the difference between the cause and the effect. 
The effect as such is real and not non-real as the Advaitins 
think. 


Anubhitisvaripa rejects the above contention thus : 
what exactly is meant when it is said that the effect is real? 
Is it meant that the reality of the effect is the same as that 
of the cause or different from it? If the first alternative 
were held, then it is precisely the view of the Advaitins. If 
the second alternative were maintained, then the promissory 
statements in the Upanisad-s which affiirm that by the 
knowledge of Brahman — the cause, there would ensue the 
knowledge of the effects would be contradicted. It is 
because, according to the present alternative, the effect is 
different from the cause and so the knowledge of the cause 
would not lead to the knowledge of the effects. This point 
has been discussed in detail earlier. Hence the import of 
the vdcdrainbhana-Sruti is only the non-real nature of the 
effects.’ 


It might be said that since clay is given as the illustra- 
tive example for Brahman, and since clay is subject to 
change, Brahman too will be subject to change. This means 
that Brahman undergoes change in the form of the world. 
The world is, therefore, real. 


Anubhiitisvarupa argues that the point of similarity 
between the clay and Brahman is that both have the charac- 
teristic of being the material cause in regard to their res- 
pective objects. If, on the basis of the illustrative example 
of clay, Brahman were thought to be subject to change, 
then like clay, it must be considered as insentient too. Hence 
Brahman is to be considered as the material cause of the 
world like the clay which is the material cause of pot, etc.” 


The Taittirtyopanisad” speaks of Brahman as the mate- 
rial cause of the world. But there are other texts which 
convey that Brahman is supra-relational,’ unattached,” 

14 ; 
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partless and 8010116895," thus precluding the possibility of 
viewing it as the material cause of the world. To clear 
away this apparent contradiction, between the two sets of 
the Upanisadic texts, the SvetdSvataropanisad in its passage 
‘Know maya to be the material cause’ introduces the prin- 
ciple of mayd. Brahman, although partless, yet as associated 
with m@yd is viewed as the material cause of the world. 


It may be objected that there is contradiction between 
the Taittiriya text and the Svet@$vatara text referred to 
above, as according to the former the material cause of 
the world is Brahman, while according to the latter it is 
maya. 


Before resolving this apparent contradiction, it is 
essential to understand the distinction between the two 
kinds of change — parindma and vivarta. Parindma is that 
which possesses the same characteristic as that of the mate- 
rial cause. And vivartais that which has the characteristic 


that is different from the one that is possessed by the 
material cause.’ 


The concepts of parinéma and vivarta are usually ex- 
plained in relation to the silver that appears in a shell. The 
tildvidyd present in the consciousness conditioned by the 
‘this-element’ of the shell appears as silver. Here tulavidya 
and silver possess the same characteristic of insentience or 
jadya. Hence the silver is said to be the parindma of the 
tildvidyd and the latter is termed the transformative 
material cause or parindmyupadana of silver. 


The Consciousness conditioned by the ‘this-element’ of 
the shell (idamavacchinnacatitanya) is the substratum of the 
tulavidya whose transformation is the silver. The charac- 
teristic that is present in silver is insentience or jadya and 
the one that is present in the tdamavacchinnacaitanya is sen- 


tience or citiva. Thus the silver and the idamavacchinnacat- . 


tanya possess different characteristics. Hence the silver is 
said to be the vivarta of the idamavacchinnacaitanya and the 
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latter is the transfigurative material cause or the vivartopd- 
dana of silver. 


In the same way, méyd and the world have the com- 
mon characteristic of jädya or insentience. Hence the world 
is the parindma of maya and the latter is the transformative 
material cause or the parindmyupadana of the world. Brah- 
man is the substratum of mdyd whose transformation is the 
world. The characteristic that is present in the world is 
jadya and the one that is present in Brahman is cittva. Thus 
the world and Brahman possess different characteristics. 
Hence the world is said to be the vivarta of Brahman and 
the latter is said to be the vivartopdddna of the world. It 
must be noted here that Brahman is spoken of as the (trans- 
figurative) material cause of the world, as it is the substra- 
tum of maya whose transformation is the world. Brahman 
does not undergo any change whatsoever. This theory 
which explains that Brahman remains as the substratum 
without undergoing any change whatsoever is known as the 
vivartavdda. Anubhitisvaripa emphasizes this position in 
his Bhagavadgitabhasyatippana.” 


From the above it follows that there is no contradic- 
tion between the text that speaks of Brahman as the mate- 
rial cause of the world and the one that refers to mayd to 
be so, as the former refers to Brahman as the transfigurative 
material cause of the world, while the latter, to maya@ as the 
transformative material cause of the world. 


Brahman must be admitted to be the efficient cause of 
the world too. An efficient cause is the one who has the 
desire to create an object and who reflects upon the crea- 
tion of that object. The Taittiriya text — 


so’ kamayata bahusyam prajayeyeti sa tapo’ tapyata'™ 


which states that Brahman desired to become many and 
considered the process of creation, attributes desire and re- 
flection on the part of Brahman associated with maya or 
avidyd. Desire and reflection are only the modification of 
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maya that serves as-the limiting adjunct of Brahman. 
Hence Brahman associated with mdyd possesses desire and 
reflection and so it is the efficient cause of the world. 


A question may be raised as to why Brahman should 
be admitted as the efficient cause too of the world. Sri 
Sankara states that prior to the creation of the world there 
existed nothing apart from Brahman that is associated with 
maya. Hence nothing apart from Brahman could be con- 
sidered as the efficient cause of the world. 


Moreover, if something other than Brahman were 
admitted as the efficient cause, then there would arise con- 
flict with the promissory statement which conveys that ‘by 
the knowledge of Brahman, everything else will become 
known. It is because the efficient cause being different from 
Brahman will not be known by the knowledge of Brahman. 
Hence in order to have no conflict with the teaching of the 
promissory statement in the Upanisad, one must admit that 
Brahman is the efficient cause of the world.'” 


It comes to this: Brahman is both the material and 
the efficient cause of the world. The world is an illusory 
appearance of Brahman through méya. 


It might be objected that the conclusion that the 
import of the vdécGrambhana-Sruti is the non-reality or in- 
determinability of the world is opposed to perception, as 
the latter in the forms like ‘The pot is real’ (ghatah san), etc., 
comprehends the reality of the objects of the world such as 
pot, etc. 


Anubhitisvartupa in his commentary Candrik@ on the 
Nydyadipavali rejects the above contention. He advocates 
a two-fold distinction of reality or unsublatedness as un- 
sublatedness for all time and unsublatedness till there arises 
the knowledge of Brahman on the basis of the Upanisadic 
texts, ‘Brahman is the real of the real;. The prana-s are real; 
of these, Brahman is the real.‘ Here the word prana-s 
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stand for the entire world. This text conveys that reality 
or unsublatedness in Brahman is superior, and the one that 
is in the world is inferior, And superiority and inferiority in 
regard to unsublatedness can be explained only as unsublat- 
edness for all time and unsublatedness for the time being 
respectively. The former pertains to Brahman, and the 
latter, to the world. On the basis of the Upanigadic text 
‘He who has realized Brahman transcends the world charac- 
terized by name and form’,'™ which speaks of the sublation 
of the world by the knowledge of Brahman it must be con- 
cluded that unsublatedness in respect of the world is un- 
sublatedness till there arises the knowledge of Brahman. 


Thus perception cognizes the objects of the world to be 
sat or unsublated till there arises the knowledge of Brah- 
man. In other words, perception gives us the knowledge 
of the objects of the world as empirically real (uydvahari - 
kasatya).'** Vacdrainbhana-Sruti, on the other hand, conveys 
that the objects of the world do not have unsublatedness 
for all time, that is, they are not absolutely real (paramar- 
thika-satya). Thus there is no conflict between the vdcdram- 
bhana-Sruti on the one hand and perception, on the other. 
It may be added here that the above view is recorded in the 
Siddhanta-lesa-sangraha of Appayyadiksita.’” 


It comes to this that the world is non-real or indeter- 
minable. 
Bhaskara at this stage argues that the world is real only 


and not non-real or mithyd or anirvacaniya, He states that 
neither perception nor inference would serve as the proof 


inregard to the non-reality of the world. On the other, 


hand, they give rise to the knowledge of the world and the 
latter, therefore, is real. 


It might be said that an object cannot be considered to 
be real on the ground that there’ arises the perceptual 
knowledge in regard to it. We have the perceptual know- 
ledge of silver in a shell, but the latter is not real. 
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Bhaskara contends that it is true that the knowledge 
of silver in a shell is perceptual. But it is sublated by the 
cognition of the true nature of the substratum, namely, the 
shell. Moreover, in regard to the rise of the perceptual 
knowledge of silver the knowledge of brightness which is the 
common feature of the shell and the silver and defect in the 
sense of sight constitute the cause. It may be added here 
that brightness is the defect in the object and it is the cause 
of the origination of silver by being known. And the defect 
in the sense of sight is the cause of the origination of silver 
not by being known but by merely being present. Thus 
because of the existence of the defect and also of the sub- 
lating cognition, the perceptual knowledge of silver is 
proved to be erroneous. And the silver — the content of 
of the cognition too is non-real. But in the case of the per- 
ceptual knowledge of the objects of the world such as pot, 
cloth, etc., there does not arise any sublating cognition in 
the form ‘This is not pot’, ‘This is not cloth’ etc. The know- 
ledge of the objects of the world continues to exist as long 
as one experiences transmigration. Further, no defect is 
noticed in regard to the rise of the perceptual knowledge of 
pot, etc. Thus the absence of the sublating cognition and of 
the defect shows that the knowledge of pot, etc., is valid. 
Consequently the pot too is not non-real. It is real. Exactly 
similar consideration applies to every object of the world.'” 


Anubhitisvariipa argues that the world cannot be con- 
sidered to be real on the ground that there does not arise 
any sublating cognition subsequent to its perceptual cog- 
nition. It is because there is the perceptual cognition of the 
moon as of limited size. There does not arise any cognition 

' sublating this subsequently. On this ground no One consi- 
ders that the cognition of the limited size of the moon tobe 
valid and its content to be real. But the Agama texts give 
rise to the knowledge of the moon as of great size. This cog- 
nition sublates the perceptual cognition of the limited size 
of the moon. It ison the basis of this sublating cognition 
we assume that distance constitutes the defect in regard to 
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the rise of the perceptual knowledge of the moon as of 
limited size. The point that is of importance here is that 
as long as one experiences phenomenal existence, there is no 
perceptual cognition that sublates the cognition of the 
moon as of limited size. Yet the latter is not considered to 
be valid and its content to be real. Hence the assertion of 
Bhaskara that the perceptual cognition of the objects of the 
world is valid and its content is real on the ground that 
there is no subsequent perceptual cognition that sublates it 
is wrong.'”' 


Vacadranbhana - śruti gives rise to the cognition that 
the objects of the world are not real. This cognition sub- 
lates the perceptual cognition of the objects of the world 
and there results the removal of the false notion that the 
world is real. Avidyd is considered to be the defect that 
gives rise to the origination of the world and also its know- 
ledge. Hence the latter which continues to exist as long as 
one is in the realm of transmigration is not at all valid and 
so its content, namely, the world is not real. It isnon-real 


108 


only. 


Bhaskara then seeks to prove inferentially that the 
knowledge of Brahman too is non-real according to Advaita; 
and, by being so, it cannot serve as the means to liberation. 
The following is the inferential argument: 


The knowledge of Brahman is non-real; 
it is because it has originated from avidyd ; 
like the knowledge of the world." 


Anubhitisvaripa argues that it is true that the know- . 
ledge of Brahman as such is non-real. It is because it is 
only the mental state which arises from the major-texts of 
the Upanisad-s and which is inspired by the reflection of 
Brahman in it. The mental state, being the modification 
of mind which is a product of avidyd, isnon-real. Hence 
the knowledge of Brahman as such is non-real. But its con- 
tent, namely, Brahman is real. The Upanisadic texts ‘That 
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is real’, ‘Brahman is the real of the real; The prdna-s are 
real; of these Brahman is the real’,’'' state that Brahman is 
absolutely real. Hence it is the reality of the content of 
the knowledge of Brahman that enables the latter to serve 
as the means to liberation. 


It would be clear from the above that if Bhaskara 
seeks to establish that the knowledge of Brahman as such is 
non-real, then he seeks to establish that which has already 
been admitted by the Advaitins. And the above inferential 
argument would suffer from the fallacy of siddhasädhana. If 
on the other hand, Bhaskara seeks to establish that the con- 
tent of knowledge is non-real, then his inferential argument 
would be sublated by the scriptural texts that speak of 
Brahman as real.'" 


It comes to this: the knowledge of Brahman as such is 
non-real. Yet, since its content is real, it could serve as the 
means to liberation. 


Bhaskara then proceeds to say that the scripture too 
which forms part of the world is mithyā. And a mithyd- 
padartha is similar to the horn of a hare and so it cannot 
have practical efficiency. The scripture, therefore, cannot 
give rise to the knowledge of Brahman." 


Anubhitisvaripa rejects the above contention of 
Bhaskara by clarifying the concept of mithydtva or non- 
reality. Rope-snake which is non-real is not an absolute 
nothing. It is different from it. It issublated by the per- 
ceptual knowledge in the from ‘This is only a rope and not 
a serpent’. Ifa trustworthy person instructs that it is only a 
rope and not a serpent, then there arises the mediate know- 
ledge that it is not a serpent. Even then the cognition of 
serpent will continue. But the false notion that it is real 
will be removed. That alone is mithy@ or non-real which 
is sublated by the perceptual knowledge. The horn of a 
hare isneversublated by any knowledge. Hence it is not 
mithyd but it is tuccha. 
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The world, which would exist as long as the transmig- 
ratory process is there, is not absolutely real. It is removed 
by the direct knowledge of Brahman. When there arises 
the mediate knowledge of Brahman from the instruction of 
the preceptor, even then the world will continue to be per- 
ceived. But the false notion that it is real will be removed. 
Hence the world is not an absolute nothing or tuccha. It is 
different from it. It is mithyd. The scripture too which 
forms part of the world is mithyd. It should not be said 
that as the scripture is not absolutely real, it is not capable 
of giving rise to the knowledge of Brahman. Anubhitisva- 
riipa argues that according to those who admit the world 
to be absolutely real, pot is only non-eternal. Yet it has 
practical efficiency. In the same way, the scripture too 
which is mithyé can have practical efficiency as it would 
continue to exist as such till there arises the knowledge of 
Brahman. ''‘ 


It must be noted here that neither Brahman — the 
absolute real nor the absolute nothing can have practical 
efficiency. Itis only the mithyd-padartha that could be adap- 
ted to practical needs of life: ‘This will. be discussed later 
on in detail in the chapter.on the ‘Practical Efficiency of the 
Illusory’. The point that must be emphasized here is that 
Bhaskara’s criticism is based upon the lack of understand- 
ing of the full implications of the concept of mithyatva. 


Kesava raises the following objection in regard to the 
contention that the world is mithyd: the dream state is 
mithy@ and so the act of the drinking of wine in that state 
does not portend any evil and so one need not perform any 
propitiatory rite. In the same way, since the waking state 
too is mithyd the act of drinking of wine in that state also 
cannot have any harmful tendency and so one need not per- 
form any propitiatory rite with a view to alleviate the evil 


that may arise from it." 


The above criticism has no basis. According to Advaita 
the dream state is non-real or mithya from the stand-point 
15 
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of the waking state, But in the case of the illusory cogni- 
tion of shell as silver in the dream state, shell is real and the 
silver is non-real. In the same way, from the stand-point 
of the absolute reality, the entire world is non-real or 
mithya. But prior to the rise of the knowledge of Brahman 
an internal distinction is made in regard to it. There are 
certain factors which are sublated when the knower exists, 
The dream state and the erroneous cognitions of shell-silver, 
etc., fall under this category. The sublating cognition is 
something other than the knowledge of Brahman. These 
factors are characterized as apparently real or pratibhdsika- 
satya. The factors other than the above are sublated along 
with the knower. The objects of the waking state fall under 


this category. The sublating cognition is the knowledge of 


Brahman. These factors are termed empirically rea! or 
vydvahdrikasatya. 


Anubhitisvariipa explains the above distinction on the 
basis of an analogy. Milk and wineare liquid substances. 
Yet, the drinking of milk does not cause intoxication, while 


the drinking of wine does so. It is because each one has a 
specific characteristic of its own. 


When viewed in the above light, the drinking of wine in 
the state of dream does not require any propitiatory rise as 
it possesses only apparent reality, while that act in the state 


of waking does need a propitiatory rite in view of its being 
empirically real.'*° 


Before we complete our account of the nature of the 
world according to Anubhitisvaripa it is necessary to refer 
to his criticisms of some of the Nyaya-Vaisesika categories. 
The Nyaya-Vaisesika school holds that whatever is known 
has a real existence. This is totally opposed to the Advaita 


position that everything else excepting Brahman is non-real 
or mithyd. 


Like Sriharsa, Anubhutisvaripa shows that all the 
definitions of categories put forward by the Nyaya- Vaise- 
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gika writers are faulty and so none of the categories can be 
considered to be real. He states that the very purpose of 
the definition itself does not stand logical scrutiny. The 
purpose of a definition is to have the knowledge of the 
object that is to be defined. Anubhiitisvariipa argues that 
the definition is only a specific characteristic which is known 
to be present in the object defined. Hence to have the 
knowledge of the definition, we require the knowledge of 
the object that is defined. But the latter could be had only 
when we have the knowledge of the definition. Thus there 
is the defect of mutual dependence." 


It is said that the purpose of a definition is to disting- 
uish the object defined from other objects. When it is said 
that the definition of a substance is possession of quality 
(gunavatvam) then on the basis of this characteristic, namely, 
possession of quality, the distinction from non-substance is 
to be inferred in the substance. 


Anubhiitisvaripa argues that one cannot have the 
knowledge of a non-substance unless one hasthe knowledge 
of a substance. So it is only when the definition of a sub- 
stance is known onecan have the knowledge of a substance 
and on that basis there will be the knowledge of a non- 
substance. And it is only when there is the knowledge of 
a non-substance in this manner, there is the function of the 
definition of a substance in order to distinguish it from a 
non-substance. The defect of mutual dependence is quite 
clear. 

It is said that a substance can be defined on the basis 


of the kevalavyatirekihetu thus: _ 


That which has quality must be designated asa 
substance; 

it is because it is the substratum of quality; 
unlike other objects. 


Anubhitisvartpa states that it is only when the distinc- 


tion between a quality and a substance is known, one can 
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have the knowledge that the substance is the substratum of 


a quality. It is only on the basis of the knowledge that the 
substance is the substratum of a quality one can have the 
knowledge of the distinction between a quality and a sub- 
stance.'” 


The Vaisegika school admits six categories, namely, 
substance, quality, action, universal, particularity and 
inherence. Anubhiitisvariipa states that Sakti has been 
proved to be a separate category and hence the classifica- 
tion of categories into six is defective. The substances are 
admitted to be nine. This is also defective as tamas has been 
proved to be a separate substance. The qualities are 
admitted to be twenty four. But apart from these there 
are qualities like valour, etc. If it is said that the latter 
can be included under any one of the twenty four qualities 
then Anubhitisvariipa says that it is easier to assume that 


everything can be included under one principle, namely, 
the sat or Brahman.'*° 


The Universal — pot-ness in order that it m ay be 
known as present in all the pots, requires the knowledge of 
the latter. The pots will be known as the revealing media 
of pot-ness, only when the latter is known to be present in 


all the pots. Thus there is the defect of mutual depend- 
ence. 


The Nyāya school admits pramdana as one of the cate- 
gories. Anubhitisvariipa. argues that the concept of pra- 
mana itself is not sound. Bhasarvajfia in his Nydyasara 
defines a pramdna as the instrument of valid knowledge — 


samyaganubhavasidhanam pramanam'** 


Anubhttisvartiipa asks as to what exactly is the mean- 
ing of the expression samyaganubhava. If it is said that it 
stands for the knowledge ofa real object, then it may be 
asked whether the real object is known through a pramana 
or not. The first alternative does not hold good. It is 
because it is only when the definition of a pramana is known, 
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there will result the knowledge of the real object through 
the function of that pramdna. And it is only when there is 
the knowledge of the real object, one could have the know- 
ledge of pramdna as its instrument. The second alternative 
too does not hold good. It is because the Nyaya school 
admits that it is only on the strength of a pramdna, an 
object is decidedly known.’ Thus the concept of pramana 
itself does not hold good. 


This is the chief method of criticism which Anubhiti- 
svariipa applies to all the definitions and the categories of 
the Nyaya-Vaisegika school. He has proved that they are 
faulty. And so the real nature of things cannot be arrived 
at. The world consisting of name and form is given in 
experience, but it is not ultimately valid. It is prasiddha 
but not pramdnasiddha. This is the implication of the 
vivartavdda of the Advaita Vedanta. 


To sum up: 


(i) the world is mithya, that is, it is indeterminable 
either as real or as an absolute nothing. 


(ii) Brahman is both the material and efficient cause 
‘of the world through maya. 


(iii) the world although mithya is yet different from 
an absolute nothing and so it can have practical 


efficiency. 
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Earlier it has been said that according to Anubhiti- 
svariipa, Brahman when reflected in mdyd is God and in 
avidyd, is the soul. God is always aware of His identity 
with the pure consciousness which is termed Brahman and 
which is His essential nature and so He is ever-released. It 
is only the soul which, by being overpowered by its limiting 
adjunct, namely, avzdya falsely identifies itself with mind 
and undergoes transmigration which consists of the charac- 
teristics of being an agent, experient and a knower. These 
characteristics belong to the mind and they are falsely 
presented upon the soul because of the latter’s false relation 
to the soul. They are, therefore, mithyd. The cause of the 
false relation of mind to the soul is avidyd. When this 
relation is removed by the removal of avidyd — its cause, 
the soul will cease to be asoul. It would remain as pure 
consciousness which is termed Atman and which is non- 
different from Brahman — the esential nature of God. 
And this is liberation. Sri Sankara in his commentary on 
the Brahma-sittra says: 


“Atman is non-different from Brahman; 
and to be Brahman is liberation’’.' 


We have said that the relation of mind tothe soul will 
be removed by the removal of avidya. Avidya will be 
removed by the direct knowledge of the identity of the true 
nature of the soul with Brahman — the true nature of God. 
And that knowledge will arise from the major-texts of the 
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Upanisad s when the import of the latter is enquired into, 
analyzed on the basis of reasoning and meditated upon. 


ra TSR - ही : 5 
Sri Sankara in his Introduction to his commentary on 
the Brahma-siitra says: 


“The import of all the Vedantic texts is being 
inquired into with a view to attain the knowledge 
of the identity of Atman and Brahman. The 
latter is essential in order to remove avidya — the 
cause of the evil which is the false relation of mind 
to the soul”.’ 


It would be clear from the above that the formulation of 
Advaita Vedanta in close alliance with the doctrine of 
avidyā has thus paved the way for viewing knowledge as 
the sole means to liberation. - 


Karma or ritual-action is not efficacious in leading to 
liberation. Sri Sankara classifies the fruits of karma into 
four divisions: (i) origination (utpatti), (ii) attainment (५४८८), 
(iii) modification (vikrti), and (iv) ceremonial purification 
(sainskrti). If liberation identical with Brahman were 
admitted to be resulting from karma, then it must fall under 
one of the four categories which, however, does not hold 


good. 


Liberation can be viewed neither as originated from 
some factor nor as a modification of some principle. For, 
in that case non-permanence of it would definitely follow. 
An object which is originated or modified can never be 


eternal. 


Nor can liberation be viewed as a thing to be attained; 
for being identical with one’s self it is ever-attained and 
so there is no question of its being attained. It cannot be 
regarded as ceremonially purified too. For, ceremonial 
purification consists in the removal of some blemish or in 
the addition of certain excellences. Neither of the two is’ 
possible in the case of liberation, which by being identical 
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with Brahman, is absolute perfection and free from any 


blemish. 


It comes to this: liberation which is identical with 
Brahman cannot be directly brought about by karma. 


Karma, although not efficacious in leading to liberation 
directly, yet is useful in regard to the rise of the knowledge 
of Brahman — the sole means to liberation. Sri Sankara 
in his commentary on the Brahma-siira states: 


«On the basis of the Upanisadic text — ‘Men of 
spiritual birth desire to have the knowledge 
(vividisanti) of Brahman by the study of one’s veda, 
by the performance of sacrifice and the offering 
of gifts, and by austerity in the form of fasting 
(that consists in limiting one’s food as a religious 
observance),* it is concluded that the knowledge 
of Brahman does require the performance of karma, 
like sacrifice, etc. This text speaks of the causal 
relation between sacrifices, etc., to the knowledge 


१9 5 


of Brahman”. 


In the above Upanisadic text, the expressions ‘study of one’s 
veda’, ‘performance of sacrifice and offering of gifts’ and 
‘austerity in the form of fasting’ respectively denote the 
duties relating to the stages of the celebate, of the house- 
holder and of the hermit. 


It might be objected: the above text which speaks of 
the ‘relation of one’s duties to the knowledge of Brahman 
does not have the force of an injunction. As such it cannot 
be considered that the performance of one’s duties are 
necessarily required for the rise of the knowledge of Brah- 
man.‘ 


Sri Sankara states that since the relation of one’s 
duties to knowledge is not known through any source excep- 
ting the present text, we must assume that this text has the 

force of an injunction in the form ‘He who desires to have 
the knowledge of Brahman should perform sacrifice, etc.” 
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Sacrifice, etc., when they are performed with a desire 
for their fruits such as heaven and the like, yield forth the 
latter. And when they are performed without any desire 
for their fruits lead to the knowledge of Brahman. The 
action remains to be the same. It is only the attitude that 
differs. And it is the difference in the attitude that is re- 
sponsible for the difference in the fruits. Sri Sankara 
States: 


‘In the smrti texts such as the Bhagavad-gita it 
has been explained that sacrifices, etc., when per- 
formed without desire for their fruits become the 
means to the knowledge of Brahman’. 


It may be added here that the performance of one’s duties 
without any desire for their fruits is known as karma-yoga. 


It is said that the text ‘Men of spiritual birth’, etc., is 
injunctive in character. [his means that the performance 
of sacrifice, etc., would give rise to an extra-empirical 
merit. This cleanses one’s heart and gives rise to an intense 
desire to have the knowledge of Brahman (vividisa). The 
process through which the latter arises may be explained 
thus: the merit which arises from the pursuit of karma-yoga 
gives rise to the ascertainment that everything apart from 
Brahman isnon-eternal by being an effect, and Brahman 
alone is eternal, as it is not an effect. This ascertainment 
is known as nitydnityavastu-viveka.’ This leads to thamutrar- 
thabhogavirdga which is a mental state that is opposed to the 
desire to have more than what is needed for the bare sus= 
tenance of one’s life.’ This, in turn, leads to Samddisampat. 
These are six of which the first two, namely, Sama and dama 
respectively represent the abandonment of the functions of 
the intellect and of the external senses in regard to the 
actions which are interdicted in the scripture and also which 
are secular with a determination that they are not con- 
ducive to one’s spiritual well-being.’ The next one is 
uparati which stands for the abandonment of even obliga- 
tory duties on the authority of the scriptural injunction. 

16 
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This is only the adoption of asceticism. The fourth one, 
namely, iitiksd is endurance of opposites like heat and cold, 
etc., that are not detrimental to the maintenance of one’s. 
life. The next one is samādhāna" which is close mental ap- 
plication to the study of Vedanta, etc., by avoiding sleep and 
disinclination. The last one is faith which is complete trust 
in the authority of the scripture and of the teachings of the 
preceptor. Then there arises mumuksutva — desire for libe- 
ration which is only the pure consciousness free from ८०४८०५ 
and its effects. The desire to attain liberation would result 
in the desire to attain the knowledge of Brahman which is 
the sole means to liberation. It is through this process the 
merit arising from the pursuit of karma-yoga gives rise to the 
desire for the knowledge of Brahman (vividisd). It may be 
added here that the above traits, namely, nitydnityavastu 
viveka, ithdmutrarthabhogavirdga, Samadisddhanasampat and 
mumuksutva are described as the four-fold aid (sadhana- 
catustaya) to the study of Vedanta. 


Now the question arises as to whether the merit arising 
from the pursuit of karma-yoga endures till the rise of the 
desire to know Brahman (vividisa) or of the knowledge of 
Brahman itself (vedand) 


Suregvara,’ Vacaspatimisra' and Sarvajňātman" 
uphold the first alternative. The term vividisanti in the 
scriptural text referred to above consists of the root vid and 
the desiderative suffix san. There is a general rule that of 

_the two, namely, the sense of the root, that is, the stem and 
the sense of the suffix, it is the latter that is of greater 
force.'* Here the sense of the suffix is desire and one’s 
duties are therefore related to it and not to its object, 
‘namely, knowledge. 


It comes to this: according to Suresvara and others, 
the merit arising from the pursuit of karma-yoga endures 


till there arises the desire to know Brahman, as sacrifices | 


etc., are related to the sense of the suffix, namely, desire 
which is of greater force than the sense of the stem, namely, 
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knowledge in the expression vividisanti in the text cited 
earlier. 


Prakasatman and Anubhittisvaripa are of the view 
that the merit arising from the observance of karma-yoga 
abides till there arises the knowledge of Brahman. 


Appayyadiksita in the Stddhdnta-lesa-sangraha explains 
Prakasatman’s view thus: the rule that the sense of the 
suffix is of greater force than the sense of the stem is a 
general one. And it must be relaxed in the case of the 
desiderative suffixes. For, in the worldly usages such as 
‘He desires to go on horse’ (aSvena jigamisati) and the like, 
the means, namely, the horse is understood only in relation 
to the object of desire, that is, the act of going which is the 
sense of the stem, and not to desire itself which is the sense 
of the desiderative suffix. In the same way, in the scrip- 
tural text referred to above, the merit arising from the 
performance of sacrifices, etc., is to be related to the direct 
knowledge of Brahman which is the object of desire and 
which is the sense of the stem and not to desire itself which 
is the sense of the suffix.” 


Anubhitisvariipa in his commentary Nibandha on the 
Pramānamālā confirms the above view. And he adds that the 
expression — aśvena jigamisati conveys that the horse is the 
means to the activity of going which is an object of desire 
and not to the attainment of the village which is the result 
of the activity of going. In the same way, the performance 
of sacrifices, etc., is the means to the knowledge of Brah- 
man which is desired and not to liberation which is the 
result of the knowledge of Brahman.” 


In his Sarasvatavydkarana, Anubhitisvariipa incorpora- 
tes a particular aphorism which sets aside the general rule 
that the sense of the suffix is primary and the sense of the 
stem is secondary. That aphorism is: 

gaunah prakrtyarthah anyatra sat? 


In the ortti thereon, he states that the general rule that the 
sense of the suffix is of greater force than that of the stem 
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must be given up inso far as the desiderative suffix is con- 
cerned. It is because in the expression which involves the 
usage of the desiderative suffix such as ‘One desires to cook 
with the fuel’ (kdsthena pipaksati), the fuel is the means to 
the act of cooking which is the sense of the stem and not to 
the desire for cooking which is the sense of the suffix.” 


In the Prakatartha-Vivarana, Anubhitisvariipa re-states 
his views set forth in the previous paragraphs.” 


It comes to this: according to Prakasatman and 
Anubhitisvartpa, the merit arising from the performance 
of sacrifices, etc., endures till there arises the knowledge of 
Brahman, as sacrifices, etc., are related only to the sense of 
the stem, namely, knowledge and not to the sense of the 
suffix, namely, desire in the expression vividisanti in the 
scriptural text cited earlier. 


The chief distinction between the two views is explain- 
ed in the Siddhdnta-lesa-sangraha thus: 


l. according to the vividisdpaksa, the merit arising 
from the performance of karma gives rise to vividisa only. 
Tt does not afford any opportunity to pursue vedantic 
study, etc. If the opportunity to pursue the latter is best- 
owed by other merits, one will attain the knowledge of 
Brahman. Thus, according to this view, the knowledge of 
Brahman would not necessarily ensue by the performance 
of karma. i 


2. according to the vedanāpakşa, the merit arising 
from the performance of karma does provide an opportunity 
to pursue vedāntic study, etc. Hence there invariably arises 
the direct knowledge of Brahman.” 


It must be noted that according to both the views the 
performance of karma must be given up when there arises 
the merit which results in the acquisition of the four-fold 
aid to the study of vedanta described above. Thus karma 
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is only distantly conducive (bahiraiga-sidhana) to the rise 
of the knowledge of Brahman.’ 


We have said that one must give up the performance of 
karma after attaining the merit that results-in the acquisi- 
tion of the four-fold aid to the study of vedanta. This 
means that one should take up asceticism or sannydsa. 
Sannydsa is one of the factors constituting Samddhisampat 
which is a constituent of the four-fold aid. This has been 
explained earlier. 


The Upanisad-s affirm that sannydsa must be adopted by 
those who seek the knowledge of Brahman, The SvetaSvatara 
text?“ states that the preceptor Svetdsvatara imparted the 
knowledge of Brahman whichis noble and supreme to those 
who have transcended the obligation to perform karma 
(atyasramibhyah). The Kaivalyopanisad™ in its passage ‘it is 
neither by progeny nor by wealth but by renunciation 
alone some have realized Brahman’ speaks of renunciation 
or sannydsa as the essential condition for the acquisition of 
the knowledge of Brahman. 


It might be said that there is no stage in the life of a 
man where karma could be dispensed with. The Taittiriya 
Sanhita’s refers to three debts that one hasto discharge, 
namely, devarna, pitrrna and rsirna. These three could be 
respectively discharged by offering sacrifices to the Gods, 
by begetting children and by the study of the veda-s. It 
follows that these obligations could not be fulfilled by one 


if one becomes an ascetic. 


The ISavasyopanisad in its passage” ` One should desire 
to live for a hundred years by performing karma unceasingly’ 
is specific in stating that karma should not be given up at 


any stage in the life of a man. 


d that the text of the Brhadéranyako- 
d the mediate knowledge of Brah- 
d the desire for wife, children 
l birth lead the life of a mendi- 


It might be sai 
panigad’° ‘Having attaine 
man, and having abandone 
and wealth, men of spiritua 
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cant (in order to attain the direct knowledge of Brahman)’ 
prescribes sannydsa as the means to the direct knowledge of 
Brahman. But it is argued that this text must be taken to 
apply to those who are unfit to perform the sacrifices such 
as agnihotra and the like on account of some physical defect 
or of loss of wife. 


It comes to this that the stage of life known as sannydsa 
is not to be adopted at all. 


= (es . . . . 
Sri Sankara in his commentary on the Aitareyopanisad 


answers the above objections thus: it is true that the scrip-` 


tural texts enjoin life-long performance of karma. But they 
must be taken as valid only in respect of those who are not 
actuated by the desire for liberation. The obligation to 
discharge one’s debts to the sages, the Gods and the manes 
is to be taken as pertaining only to the house-holder who 
does not seek liberation. This contention is based on the 
authority of the Brhaddranyaka text*' which states that by 
the fulfilment of the obligations to the Gods, through the 
performance of sacrifices, to the manes, by begetting child- 
ren, and to the sages, by the study of the veda-s, one attains 
to the worlds of Gods, manes and sages respectively. From 
this it is clear that the fulfilment of the obligations to the 
Gods, manes and sages is obligatory on the part of a house- 
holder who seeks the above worlds and not with reference 
to one who does not seek them. To the one who is desirous 
of liberation, the non-fulfilment of the above obligation 
does not constitute a defect, and this is evident from the 
text of the Brhadaranyaka ‘what shall we do with progeny; 
for us it is the self that constitutes the world’.*? The im- 
port of this text is that progeny is sought after to attain 
the world of men. He who seeks after liberation which 1s 
identical with one’s self, it is the latter that is the world. 
And such a one, therefore, would not desire for progeny 
and other factors which would lead to the worlds that are 
different from the self. 


Further the obligation to discharge the above debts or 
rha-s is applicable to one who is a householder. But the text 
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of the Fabdlopanisad" ‘Having passed on to the stage of a 
hermit from that of the house-holder one may become a 
sannydsin; or else in some other manner: from the stage of a 
celebate or of a house-holder or a hermit one may adopt 
the stage of an ascetic’ states that one may embrace sannydsa 
even from the stage of a celebate. Since such a one adopts 
the stage of sannydsa without becoming a house-holder and 
since the obligation to discharge one’s debts to the Gods 
and others could be fulfilled only when one is a house- 
holder, it is clear that the obligation to discharge one’s 
debts does not pertain to all. Hence the assertion that the 
stage of sannydsa is prohibited as one has to fulfil one’s 
obligations to the Gods manes and sages is not correct. 


It has been said that sannydsa is intended for those who 
are unfit to perform the sacrifices, etc., in view of some 
physical defect or of loss of wife. But it is not so. The 
text of the Jabdlopanisad cited above states that one may 
adopt the stage of an ascetic even from the stage of a house- 
holder. It does not say that a house-holder is eligible for 
sannydsa, only if he is unfit to perform the sacrifices, etc., by 
reason of some physical defect or of loss of wife. Further, 
there is another text of the same Upanisad,** ‘Then, again 
whether one has had the agnihotra fire quenched (because 
of loss of wife) or has had no fire at all, the day on which 
one becomes disgusted with the world, the very day one is 
to renounce’ expressly states the eligibility for sannydsa for 
those who are not eligible to perform the sacrifices, etc. 
Since this text specifically enjoins the adoption of sannyasa 
in the case of a house-holder who is unfit to perform the 
sacrifices, etc., we must take that the previous text which 
recommends the adoption of sannydsa in the case of a house- 


holder does so in respect of one who is eligible to perform 


the sacrifices, etc., but who is disgusted with the world. 


It comes to this: an aspirant must take up sannydsa in 
order to qualify himself for Vedantic study, etc. 


The Chandogyopanisad clearly makes a distinction bet- 
ween the first three stages of a celibate, a house-holder and 
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a hermit on the one hand and the stage of an ascetic on the 
other. The relevant text of this Upanisad’ is: ‘There are 
three stages of life with dharma or merit as the predominant 
factor. The first one is that of a house-bolder which is 
characterized by the observance of sacrifices, study of the 
veda-s and the offering of gifts. The second one is that of 
a hermit which is characterized by the observance of tapas, 
that is, fasting which consists in limiting one’s food as a 
religious observance. The third one is that of a celibate. 
Those who pursue the duties relating to these three stages 
of life attain the propitious worlds. He who is devoted to 
the meditation upon the pranava and its content — Brahman 
attains immortality’. 


Sri Sankara explains the import of this passage in his 
commentary on the Brahma-siitra on the basis of an analogy. 
He states that there is no usage in the form ‘Devadatta and 
Yajfiadatta are ignorant: of these, one is intelligent’. On 
the other hand, there is the usage ‘Devadatta and Yajfia- 
datta are ignorant, but Visnumitra is intelligent’. The 
clear reference to the two distinct features of ignorance and 
intelligence as pertaining to Devadatta and Yajnadatta on 
the one hand, and Visnumitra on the other shows that 
Devadatta and Yajfiadatta are different from Visnumitra. 
In the same way, when the Upanisad makes a clear reference 
to the distinct fruits such as propitious worlds in the case 
of those who adopt the three stages of life, and immortality 
in the case of one who is devoted to the meditation upon 
Brahman, the distinction between the former three stages 
of life and the stage of life where one is devoted to the 
meditation upon Brahman is quite evident.** 


The stage of life where one is devoted to the medita- 
tion upon Brahman is sannydsa. Meditation upon Brahman 
is not possible in the case of those who are in one of the 
three stages of life. It is because they have to perform the 
duties relating to their respective stages of life. The non- 
performance of the latter would entail the sin of omission. 
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In the case of an ascetic there is no possibility of incurring 
any sin of omission as he has renounced all karma-s.” 


In the Maitrdyanibrdhmana it is said that an ascetic 
must carry one bamboo staff, live on alms collected from 
those who are not falsely accused or degenerate and 
renounce his sacred thread. In the Kausitakibrdhmana a 
question is raised as to what constitutes the sacred thread 
for an ascetic and it is answered that meditation upon 
Brahman is the sacred thread for him.” 


That sannydsa is an essential qualification of an aspi- 
rant to pursue vedantic study, reflection and meditation is 
set forth in the text of the Brhaddranyakopanisad which are 
as follows: i 


i. etam vai tamātmānam viditvd brāhmanāh putraigand- 
yaSca vittaisandydsca lokaişanāyāśca vyutthāya atha 
bhiksdcaryam caranti;'° and, 


ii. tasmdt brāhmanah pandityam nirvidya balyena tistha- 
set bdlyah ca pandityam ca nirvidya atha munih 
maunam ca amaunam ca nirvidya atha brahmanah." 


The first text means ‘Having attained the mediate 
knowledge of Brahman, and having abandoned the desire 
for wife, children and wealth, men of spiritual birth lead 
the life of a mendicant (in order to attain the direct know- 


ledge of Brahman). 


The second text means: ‘Therefore a person of spiri- 
tual birth having pursued vedantic study [pandityam nir- 
vidya] and reflection [balyena tisthaset] should pursue medi- 
tation [munih], and having pursued these three [ amaunam ca- 
maunam ca nirvidya] one becomes a realized soul [ brahmanah ] 


The Brahma-sttra 


sahakdryantaravidhih paksena trtiyam tadvatah 
vidhyadivat** 
17 
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discusses the import of the second text and states that the 
latter enjoins meditation also as a means to the knowledge 
of Brahman in the case of one who is an ascetic having 
mediate knowledge of Brahman [tadvatah|. Sri Sankara 
states thatthe expression tadvatah must be taken to mean 
an ascetic who has the mediate knowledge on the strength 
of the first text which affirms that asceticism is an essen- 


tial condition for the attainment of the knowledge of 
Brahman.“ 


From the above it follows that sannydsa is a proximate 
means (antara gasãdhana) to the knowledge of Brahman, as 
it is said in the first text cited above that it is practised 
with a view to attain the direct knowledge of Brahman. 


Earlier while explaining the process through which the 
desire to know Brahman (vividig@) arises from the merit 
resulting from the performance of karma, we referred to the 
six factors, namely, Sama, dama, uparati, titiksad, samadhana, 
and Sraddhd. We also said that the word uparati stands for 
sannydsa. These six factors are enjoined as the means to 


the knowledge of Brahman in the following text of the 
Brhadaranyaka: 


tasmat evamuvit Santo daintah uparatah titiksuh 
samahito bhittva dimanyeva dtmanam paSsyati."' 


This text is in accordance with the K@nva recension. 
The Madhyandina recension of the text reads Sraddhauitto 
bhiitva in the place of samdhito bhūtvā and paśyet in the 
place of paSyati.‘* Taking these two readings together, We 
arrive at six factors of Sama, etc., mentioned above. ‘The 
text that precedes this one states that one who has attained 
the knowledge of Brahman is not tainted by any evil.“ 
The present text, therefore, means that since the knowledge 
of Brahman is of this great value, one knowing it to be so 
should attain it through Sama and other factors.“ 


The matter that is of importance here is that sannydsa 
is prescribed herein as the means to the knowledge of Brah- 
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man along with Sama and other factors. Since all these 
factors are stated to be the means to the knowledge of 
Brahman, they are the proximate means to the latter.’ 


We referred to a text from the Brhadaranyaka according 
to which an ascetic who has the mediate knowledge of 
Brahman must pursue vedantic study [Sravana], reflec- 
tion [manana], and meditation [nididhydsana] to attain the 
immediate knowledge of Brahman. Sravana, manana and 
nididhydsana constitute the other group of the proximate 
means to the knowledge of Brahman. These are set forth 
in the Brhaddranyaka text — 


dima vā are drastavyah Srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasi- 
tavyah.*' 


The term drastavyah in this text is not injunctive in character 
It is because knowledge cannot be enjoined. Sri Sankara 
and following him Anubhitisvartiipa make a clear distinc-. 
tion between activity and knowledge. The knowledge of 
an object depends for its rise upon the object and not on 
the choice of a person. And so it cannot be made, not 
made or made otherwise. But actions such as jyotistoma 
and other sacrifices depend upon the will of the person and 
so they may be performed, not performed or performed 
other wise. They can, therefore, be enjoined.” 


It may be said that the gerundive suffix tavya in the 
term drastavyah conveys the sense of an injunction. But it 
is not so. Panini accepts the use of the gerundive suffixes 
in the sense of fitness too.” Since knowledge cannot be 
enjoined for the reason mentioned above we cannot take 
the tavya suffix in the term drastavyah as conveying (hea 
of an injunction. And we have to take it in the sense of 
fitness. Theterm drastavyah, therefore, means that Atman 
is fit to be realized. 


Sravana, manana and nididhydsana which are prescribed 
as the means to the knowledge of Brahman in the text cited 
earlier are of the nature of mental activities and hence they 
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can be enjoined. This is the view of Suresvara,** Prakasat- 
man’° and Anubhutisvartipa.”* 


Vacaspatimi$ra, on the other hand, considers these 
- three as of the nature of knowledge. Since knowledge can- 
not be enjoined and since §ravana, etc., are of the nature 
of knowledge, they cannot be enjoined. This means that 
there is no injunction in respect of Sravana,** etc. This we 
shall discuss later on. 


Now we shall discuss the nature of injunction in respect 
of Sravana, etc., according to those who accept the latter 
to be of the nature of mental activities. 


The Purvamimamsa school accepts that injunction is 


of three kinds: apiirvavidhi, niyamavidhi and parisahkhy@vidhi. 
We shall explain these as follows: 


l. Apiirvavidhi: It is the injunction which gives us the 
knowledge of something that is unknown through any other 
source. ‘This is noticed in the text “He who desires heaven 
should perform the jyotistoma sacrifice”. The causal rela- 
tion between the jyotistoma sacrifice and the heaven is not 
known through any source excepting this text. So the in- 
junction contained in this text is termed apirvavidht.”* 


2. Niyamavidhi: It is the injunction which gives us the 
knowledge that among the several factors it is only a par- 
ticular one that is the means to the desired end. This kind 
of injunction is noticed in the text ‘He pounds the paddy- 
grains’. The paddy grains constitute the basic material of 
the sacrificial substance — purodāśa. They must first be 
turned into the form of rice by husking in order that 
purodadSa may be prepared. Now two factors are well-known 
in ordinary experience as the means to remove the husk. 

One is pounding and the other is the use of nails. Now 
when one uses one’s nails for husking, then there is the non- 
application of pounding as the means, It is at this stage 
the text ‘He pounds the paddy-grains’ operates and gives 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


८८-७0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


Liberation 133 


us the knowledge that husking must be accomplished by 
pounding only. 


It should be noted here that this injunction. unlike the 
previous one, does not give us the knowledge of something 
that is unknown hitherto. Pounding as the means to remove 
the husk is well-known in ordinary experience. But it 
becomes non-applicable as the means when one chooses to 
use one’s nails for husking. It is this non-applicability of 
pounding as the means that is removed by this injunction 
when it gives us the knowledge that husking must be ac- 
complished by pounding only. The other means, namely, 
the use of nails is excluded as a matter of course." 


The distinction between apiirvavidhi and niyamavidht is 
this: the former gives us the knowledge of something that 
is unknown in ordinary experience. The niyamavidht, on 
the other hand, gives us the knowledge that between two 
factors or among several factors which are well-known in 
ordinary experience, it is one particular factor that is the 
means to a desired end." 


It follows from the above that the niyamavidhi gives us 
the knowledge of one particular factor as the means toa 
desired end. And that particular factor too is well-known 
to be so in ordinary experience. Hence the question arises 
as to the need for giving such an instruction. It is answered 
that the very fact that such an instruction is given shows 
that some extra-empirical merit would arise in the paddy- 
grains if they are husked by pounding. And this merit 
helps the other merit which arises from the performance of 
the main sacrifice gives forth its fruit in the form of heaven. 
Such a merit cannot be achieved if the husk is removed by 
the nails. In the absence of this merit, the merit that arises 
from the main sacrifice will not give forth its fruit of heaven. 


3. Parisankhyavidhi: It is the injunction which gives 
us the knowledge that between the two factors which are 
the means to an end, and which are prescribed simultane- 
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ously, one is to be excluded. This case is noticed in the 
text like ‘Five five-nailed animals should be taken as food’. 
The injunction contained in the text excludes the eating of 
the animals which do not have five nails and also of the 
animals which have five nails but are different from the five 
referréd to. It does not enjoin the eating of the five five- 
nailed animals specified herein. Inother words, if the five 
five-nailed animals are not taken as food, there does not 
arise any sin of omission.” 


The injunction contained in the text should not be 
taken as apiirvavidhi. It is because the activity of eating 
results from desire and it is well-known. And apiirvavidhi 
could give rise to the knowledge of something that is un- 
known. Nor is ita case of niyamavidhi. For, the latter 
operates only when there is non-applicability of one of the 
several factors that are the means to adesired end. Inthe 
present case, the eating of the five five-nailed animals and 
also of those different from them are present simultane- 
ously. Hence there is no non-applicability of either of 
the two in which case alone, the niyamavidhi would function 
to remove the inapplicability. Further, if niyamavidhi is 
admitted, then the five five-nailed animals must be taken as 
food and their non-eating would entail the sin of omission. 
This, however, is not the case. Hence the injunction con- 
tained in the text ‘Five five-nailed animals should be taken 
as food’ is a case of parisahkhydvidhi. It primarily excludes 
one of the two factors, and the other factor need not neces- 
sarily be pursued. 


These are the three kinds of injunction. We shall now 
discuss as to what kinds of injunction is admitted in respect 
of Sravana, etc., by the preceptors of Advaita. 


Suresvara in his Naiskarmya-siddhi states that the 
injunction contained in the text Srotavyah, etc., may be taken 
as parisankhyavidhi. The latter, as has been explained 
above primarily excludes one of the two factors that are 
presented simultaneously. And the adoption of the other 
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factor is presumptively known. Suresvara argues that the 
injunction in the text $rotavyah primarily excludes devotion 
to not-self. It is thus: in the cognition ‘I’, mind which is 
the not-self and the self are presented simultancously, as 
the sense of ‘I’ is only a complex of mind and the pure 
consciousness which is termed Atman that is identical with 
Brahman. The injunction in the text cited above gives us 
the knowledge that one should turn away from the not- 
self. This is possible only when one directs one’s mind 
towards Brahman. The latter is possible by devoting one- 
self to the study of vedanta whose import is Brahman. 
Thus the injunction gives us the knowledge that one should 
not direct one’s mind toward the not-self. It does not 
convey that the vedantic texts should be studied in order to 
attain the knowledge of Brahman." 


The above view finds full expression in the Upanigadic 
text — 

tamevaikain jdnata dtmdnam anya vdco vimuñcata“ 
This text means: Realize that alone which is the substra- 
tum of the entire world. And the means of realizing it is 
only the abandonment of all forms of speech relating to 
the not-self.® Thus devotion to not-self is expressly pro- 
hibited in this text; and vedantic study, etc., are presump- 
tively known. 


Suresvara emphasizes the view that whatever may be 
the kind of injunction in respect of vedantic study, etc., 
the direct knowledge of Brahman could -be attained only 
when one turns away from the not-self.” 


Sarvajfiatman in his SarmksepaSariraka records the 
above view of Suresvara without, however, mentioning his 
name. He adds that the above view is advocated on the 
basis of the Upanigadic texts which enjoin renunciation of 
all activities on the part of one who seeks the knowledge of 


Brahman. But the text” 


- atma vā are drastavyah Srotavyah etc. 
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supersedes the general rule and enjoins the activity of 
vedantic study, reflection and meditation that leads to the 
direct knowledge of Brahman.” 


Prakasatman in his Vivarana advocates the view that 
the injunction in the text Srotavyah, etc., is niyamavidhi.” 
While discussing the nature of niyamavidhi we have said that 
it is applicable in those cases wherein two or more factors 
are present as the means to the desired end. We have also 
said that this type of injunction gives us the knowledge that 
a particular factor alone is the means thus removing the 
non-applicability of the particular factor when some other 
factor is preferred as the means. When viewed in this light, 
if it is admitted that there is niyamavidhi in Srotavyah, etc., 
then there must be present at least one more factor besides 
vedantic study, etc., as the means to the knowledge of 
Brahman. There is, however, no other factor excepting 
vedantic study, etc., that could be thought of as the means 
to the knowledge of Brahman, Hence'there is no possibility 
of the non-application of vedantic study, etc., in which case 
alone the text — Srotavyah, etc., may be taken as giving us 
the knowledge that the direct knowledge of Brahman should 
be attained only by vedantic study etc. 


Prakasatman is of the view, that people might them- 
selves engage in reading all kinds of texts in their attempts 
to attain the knowledge of Brahman. At this stage there is 
the non-application of vedantic study, etc., as the means to 
the knowledge of Brahman. The vidhi contained in the 
text — Srotavyah removes this non-application of vedantic — 
study, etc., by giving us the knowledge that the latter con- 
stitute the means to the knowledge of Brahman. And there 
is thus ntyamavidhi in the text Srotavyah, etc.™ 


Anubhitisvartpa in his Prakatdrtha-Vivarana advocates 
the view that there is aputrvavidhi in the text Srotavyah, etc. 
He argues that the text that vedantic study, etc.. are the 
means to the knowledge of Brahman is not known through 
any pramana excepting this text, The latter thus gives us 
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the knowledge of something that is unknown and hence it 
is a case of apiirvavidht,™ 


It might be objected that an injunction may be con- 
sidered as an apitrvavidhi only when it conveys something 
that is not known hitherto. But the causal relation between 
the study of a text and the knowledge of its subject-matter 
is already known in ordinary experience. Hence one knows 
even without the injunctive text — Srotavyah, etc., that as 
Brahman is the subject-matter of the vedanta, the study of 
the latter would definitely lead to the knowledge of Brah- 
man. Hence the injunction in the text — $rotavyah, etc., 
which gives us the knowledge of the causal relation 
between vedantic study, etc., and the knowledge of Brah- 
man does not convey anything that is unknown through 
any other pramdna. Hence it is not a case of apūrvavidhi. 


Anubhiitisvariipa argues that in ordinary experience 
we know that the study of a text would give rise to the 
knowledge of its subject-matter. And that knowledge is 
mediate. But what is conveyed by the injunctive text — 
$rotavyah, etc., is that vedantic study, etc., are the means to 
the immediate knowledge of Brahman. This fact is not 
known through any other pramāna excepting this text. 
Hence it is a case of apitrvavidhi."* 


Anubhitisvaripa proceeds to say that this view is 
favoured by Sri Sankara. The latter in his commentary 
on the Brahma sitra-“* 


sahakaryantaravidhih paksena trtiyam tadvato vidhyadivat 
says: 

vidyasahakarino maunasya balyapandityavat 

vidhireva GSrayitavyah, apurvatvat™ 
This text means: “nididhydsana too must be admitted to 
have been enjoined like Sravana and manana. It is because 
it ig unknown hitherto as an aid to the direct knowledge of 
Brahman”. 

Vacaspatimisra holds the view that $ravana, manana 
and nididhydsana are not mental activities but of the forms 

18 
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of knowledge.’ Since knowledge cannot be enjoined and 
since §ravana, etc., are of the nature of knowledge, there 
can be no injunction in respect of them,”* It may be added 


- here that this view is derived from Mandana.” 


Sri Sankara seems to favour this view when he states: 


kimarthani tarhi Gtmd vä are drastavyah 
Srotavyah ityadinividhicchaydni vacandni®® 


This text means: 


“What purpose do the statements like drastavyah 


$rotavyah, etc., which bear the semblance of an 
injunction serve”? 


Here the expression vidhicchadyGni vacandnt is significant. Sri 
Sankara herein uses the word Srotavyah along with the word 
drastavyah. Even those who admit an injunction in respect 
of vedantic study do not accept that knowledge comes 
within the range of an injunction. Hence it is clear that 


-the tavya suffix in the expression drastavyah does not have 


the force of an injunction. It only bears the semblance of 
an injunction, In the-same way, the tavya suffix in the 
expression Srotavyah which is mentioned along with the 
word drastavyah does not convey the sense of an injunction. 
It is with this in view Sri Sankara has said that the texts 
like drastavyah, Srotavyah, etc., bear the semblance of an 
injunction. It is clear that there is no injunction in respect 
of vedantic study, etc. This is Vacaspatimisra’s view. 


But while commenting on the Bhdsya text cited 
earlier, namely, 


vidyasahakGrino maunasya balyapandttyavat 
vidhirevasrayitavyah apūrvatvāt"' 


Vacaspatimisra states that injunction must be admitted in 
the case of nididhyasana too asit is not known hitherto as the 
means to the knowledge Brahman. 


apiirvatvdt vidhirastheyah®* 
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Anubhitisvaripa at this stage criticizes Vacaspati- 
misra for the inherent contradiction in his views.** 


Amalananda in his Kalpataru defends Vacaspatimisra 
against the criticism of Anubhiitisvariipa without, however, 
mentioning his name. He states that the tavya@ suffix in 
Srotavyah etc., do not have the force of an injunction. The 
Pirvamimadmsdasitira’' which considers the passage — 


upamnsuydjam antarā yajati, visnurupamsu 
yastavyah ajamitvdya 


states that the text vignurupdrh$u_yastavyah ajdmitvdya which 
contains the potential mood has no injunctive force and 
should be regarded as a mere recommendatory passage. 
We shall explain this in some detail. 


In between the two sacrifices to Agni and to Agni and 
Soma, a sacrifice is enjoined wherein the hymns are to be 
addressed in low voice. This is for the purpose of avoiding 
monotony. The text which enjoins the sacrifice is — 


upainsu ydjamantard yajati 


This text, although it does not contain the potential mood, 


yet is admitted to be injunctive in character. This upam- 
Suydja which is prescribed and thus is known is re-stated 


in the text — 
visnurupamsu yastavyah ajGmitvdya. 


The purpose of re-stating the sacrifice is to praise it and 
thereby prompt one to perform it. Hence the text ozsnu- 
rupamsu yastavyah is not injunctive in nature. It is recom- 
mendatory in character. 


In the same way, in ordinary experience it is well- 
known that a formal study of a text (Sravana) would give rise 
to the mediate knowledge of its content; and the critical 
examination of a content (manana) on the basis of reasoning 
would give rise to the mediate knowledge that that content 
istrue. Itis alsosettled that an intense contemplation 
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(ntdidhydsana) is the instrument in the love-lorn person’s 
direct knowledge of the beloved who is not present. 


These three, namely, §ravana, manana and nididhydsana 


which are well-known in ordinary experience are re-stated 
in the text — 


tasmat braéhmanah pandityam nirvidya bilyena 
tisthdset, bālyam ca pandityam ca nirvidya atha 
munih amaunam ca maunam ca nirvidya atha brāhmanah* 


This text means: ‘Therefore a person of spiritual birth 
having pursued vedantic study (pdditya) should pursue 
reflection (bdlyena tisthdset). Having pursued vedantic 
study and reflection he should pursue meditation (atha 


munth). Having pursued these three he would become a 
realized soul’. 


This text is similar to the text — 


dima vd are drastavyah Srotavyah mantavyah 
nididhyasitavyah'* 


The question is raised as to whether mauna also is 
enjoined as the means to the knowledge of Brahman in the 
text atha munih. The prima facie view is that the words 
panditya and mauna are synonyms as they convey the sense 
of knowledge. Since pānditya is enjoined in the text 
pandityam nirvidya, mauna also must be taken as having been 


enjoined. Hence there is no separate injunction in regard 
to mauna or nididhydsana.*' 


Sri Sankara states that panditya is ordinary knowledge 
while mauna stands for pre-eminent knowledge. Since the 
connotations of these two words differ, they are not syno- 
nyms. The result of this argument is that mauna could not 


be taken as having been enjoined. Hence the text atha 
munih enjoins meditation.” 


Amalananda states that the matter that is of relevance 
here is that since the meaning of the word mauna cannot 
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be had from the word panditya, Vacaspatimisra has said 
that nididhydsana or mauna is apitrva, that is, it is not known 
from the word panditya. He has not used the word apiirva 
in the sense of something that is unknown hitherto. 


Amalananda further states that §ravana, manana and 
nididhydsana are re-stated in the text cited above and hence 
there is no injunction in respect of them. By making a 
reference to the Piirvamimdmsdsittra, he emphasizes the fact 
that the purpose of re-stating them is to commend them 
and thereby prompt one to have a sustained application 
toward them. The text*Srotavyah, etc., is spoken of as in- 
junctive in nature by Vacaspatimisra not in the sense that 
it gives us the knowledge of something that is unknown 
but in the sense that it prompts one towards Sravana, etc. 


It comes to this: the statement of Vacaspatimisra 
namely, 


apiirvatvdt vidhirastheyah 


must be understood in this sense: nididhydsana or mauna 
is apūrva not in the sense that it is unknown hitherto 
through any other source, but in the sense that it is aprapta 
or not known by the word panditya. The text pandityam 
nirvidya, etc., does not have the force of an injunction. 
Yet it is spoken of as an injunction on the basis of the 
characteristic of prompting one toward vedantic study, 
etc., that is present in it. Hence there is no inherent 
contradiction in the view of Vacaspatimisra.” 


From the above it follows that in respect of Sravana 
etc., Anubhitisvaripa accepts apurvavidhi, Prakasatman, 
niyamavidhi and Suresvara, parisahkhydvidhi. According 
to Vacaspatimisra there is no injunction at all. 


To sum up this part of the discussion: karma-yoga is the 
remote means to the direct knowledge of Brahman. Sama, 
dama etc., sannydsa, Sravana, manana and nididhydsana con- 
stitute the proximate means to the knowledge of Brahman. 
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So far we have considered the proximate means to the 
knowledge of Brahman. We shall now consider its instru- 
mental cause. 


Prakasatman and following him Anubhitisvariipa are 
of the view that the major-texts of the Upanisad-s constitute 
the instrumental cause of the knowledge of Brahman, while 
Vacaspatimisra considers mind to be so. 


Vacaspatimisra’s view is derived from the Upanigadic 
texts such as ‘This subtle self is to be realized by the mind’,”® 
‘This is to be realized by the concentred intellect’,' and 
‘The self is to be realized by mind 0119". 


The Upanisad-s cannot serve as the instrumental cause 
of the direct knowledge of Brahman. It is because, being 
in the form of words, they partake of the character of 
ordinary sentences and could, therefore, give rise only to 
mediate knowledge. Hence a formal study of the Upanisad-s 
would give rise to the mediate knowledge of Brahman 
which is known as śravana. And when the Upanigadic 
truth is analyzed on the basis of reasoning, there arises the 
knowledge that it is true. This knowledge too is mediate 
in character and it is termed manana. When the mediate 
knowledge arisen from the Upanigad-s and confirmed by 
reasoning is continuously maintained with earnestness, then 
it is known as nididhydsana. This leaves out its traces and 
the mind aided by the latter gives rise to the direct know- 
ledge of Brahman.” 


Amalananda in his commentary Kalpataru on the Bha- 
matt confirms the above view by stating that although Brah- 
man is immediate, yet it is erroneously taken as mediate. 
And its immediate knowledge can be had only from an 
instrument of immediate knowledge.” 


Appayyadiksita in his commentary Parimala on the 
Kalpataru states that that instrument is the mind.” Thus 
according to Vacaspatimisra, mind is the instrumental 
-cause of the knowledge of Brahman. 
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Prakasatman in his Vivarana argues that it is not 
correct to say that verbal testimony as such would give rise 
only to the mediate knowledge of the object. The mediacy 
or immediacy of knowledge does not depend upon the 
instrument of knowledge but on the object. If the object 
is immediate, then there would arise the immediate know- 
ledge of that object from sentences too. Here Brahman 
being identical with one’s self is immediate and so its 
knowledge too that arises from the Upanisad-s is immediate.” 


Anubhitisvaripa in his Istasiddhi-Vivarana and the 
Manditkyakarikabhasyatippana while affirming the Vivarana 
view set forth in the above paragraph states that mediacy 
and immediacy are not the characteristics of knowledge, 
that is, the mental state. On the other hand, they are the 
characteristics of the object. And the knowledge that 
reveals the object that is immediate is immediate. Here 
Brahman is the most immediate and so the knowledge 
which arises from the major-texts of the Upanisad-s and 
which is of the nature of a mental state is immediate only.’ 
The problems connected with the concept of the immediacy 
of knowledge will be fully discussed in the Chapter entitled 
Perceptuality of Knowledge in the present thesis. 


The above view is based on the Upanigadic texts such 
as ‘I ask about that purusa who could be known only from 
the Upanisad-s,” ‘He has realized the self following the 
instruction of the preceptor’” and the like which state that 
the Upanisad-s constitute the instrumental cause of Brah- 
man. Moreover, the Upanisadic text ‘Brahman is that 
which is not manifested by mind” is specific in denying 
that mind is the instrumental cause of the knowledge of 
Brahman. 


The followers of Vacaspatimisra would argue that 
what the above text denies is only the instrumentality of 
the immature mind to the direct knowledge of Brahman 
and not to the mature mind. Hence it is not correct to 
say that mindcannot serve as the instrumental cause of the 


knowledge of Brahman. 
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The above contention, however, is wrong. It is because 
in the complement of the above text ‘Brahman is that by 
which mind is manifested’ it is not only the immature 
mind but mind in general that is said to be manifested. 
So we must take that the Upanisadic text, ‘Brahman is that 
which is not manifested by mind’ denies that mind in 


general is the instrumental cause of the knowlege of Brah- 
man. 


It might be said by the followers of Vacaspatimisra 
that just as the above Upanigadic text denies the instru- 
mentality of mind to the direct knowledge of Brahman, in 
the same way, the Upanisadic text ‘Brahman is that which 
is not manifested by speech’'™ denies instrumentality of the 
Upanisad-s too in respect of the knowledge of Brahman. 


The above contention is not sound. The above text 
denies the instrumentality of the Upanisad-s in respect of 
the knowledge of Brahman through primary signification 
(mukhydaortti). The text, therefore, means that Brahman 
is not manifested by the words of the Upanisad-s through 
primary signification. It comes to this that the words of 
the Upanisad-s do convey Brahman through secondary 
signification. If it is held by the followers of Vacaspatimi- 
sra that the above text states that Brahman is not conveyed 
by the Upanisad-s even through secondary signification, 
then they cannot hold the view that direct knowledge 
of Brahman arises from mind. It is because mind serves 
as the instrumental cause of the knowledge of Brahman 
only when it is associated with the traces left behind by 
nididhydsana. The latter is only the continuous stream of the 
mediate knowledge of Brahman that has arisen from the 
Upanisad-s. And the latter could give rise to the knowledge 
of Brahman only through secondary signification. Hence 
the followers of Vacaspatimisra must admit that the text 
‘Brahman is that which is not manifested by words’ 
denies instrumentality of the Upanisad-s in respect of the 


knowledge of Brahman through primary signification only 
and not through secondary signification. 
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It follows from the above that the Upanisadic text 
‘Brahman is that which is not known by mind” specifically 
negates mind as the instrumental cause of the knowledge 
of Brahman, And the Upanisadic text ‘Brahman is that 
which is not known by words’!* negates only the function 
of the Upanisad-s through primary signification and not 
through secondary signification in respect of Brahman. 
Hence the view that the Upanisad-s constitute the instru- 
mental cause of the direct knowledge of Brahman is quite 
sound. 


The Upanisadic texts which state that Brahman is to 
be realized by mind must be taken as conveying that mind 
is the general cause and not the instrumental cause in res- 
pect of the direct knowledge of Brahman. Mind is the 
general cause of knowledge because the latter is only its 
modification. The Upanisadic text ‘He sees with mind’ 
etc.,' confirms this view. It is only the sense of sight that 
is the instrument of visual perception, And the latter will 
arise only if the mind is attentive and not otherwise. This 
text, therefore, testifies to the fact that mind is only the 
general cause of knowledge. And it is in this sense that the 
texts which state that Brahman is to be realized by mind 
only are to be understood. Thus Prakasatman and follow- 
ing him Anubhitisvaripa consider the Upanisad-s to be 
the instrumental cause of the direct knowledge of Brahman. 


We have said that the merit arising from karma-yoga 
endures till there arises the direct knowledge of Brahman. 
We have also said that Sama, dama, etc., sannydsa and Sravana, 
manana and nididhydsana are the proximate means to the 
direct knowledge of Brahman that arises from the major- 
texts of the Upanisad-s. We shall enquire as to what exactly 
is the role of each one of the above factors in giving rise to 
the direct knowledge of Brahman. 


The merit arising from karma-yoga directs the mind 
towards the self which is identical with Brahman.’ Sama, 
dama, etc., check the tendency to act in a way that thwarts 

, etc. 
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one’s spiritual progress.'** The merit arising from taking 
up asceticism is a necessary qualification for an aspirant to 
enter into vedantic study, etc. It removes some of the 
demerits in the mind of the aspirant and thereby facilitates 
the rise of the knowledge of Brahman. If one pursues 
vedantic study, etc., without being an ascetic, then know- 
ledge of Brahman will arise only in the next life by taking 
up asceticism, because now the demerits which could be 
removed only by the merit arising from adopting asceticism 
remain as they are. On the other hand if one pursues 
vedantic study, etc., by being an ascetic, and if knowledge 
does not arise now owing to some impediments, then such 
a one will attain the knowledge of Brahman in the next 
life irrespective of the stage of life which one leads then. 
Janaka, though a house-holder and not an ascetic, possessed 
the knowledge of Brahman. And in his case it is to be 
assumed that he had pursued vedantic study, etc., in the 
previous life by being an ascetic.” 


According to the view that there is apūrvavidhi or 
niyamavidht in regard to Sravana, manana and nididhydsana, 
there arises, from the pursuit of the latter, an unseen merit 
which helps the rise of the direct knowledge of Brahman. 
Further the pursuit of the three factors respectively gives 
rise to the visible result of removing the pramandsambhavana - 
the false notion that the Upanisad-s do not teach the non- 
dual Brahman, the prameydsarnbhadvand — the false notion 
that the Upanisadic truth is contradicted by perception 
etc., and so is not valid, and the viparitabhdvand — the false 
notion of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ in regard to the objects that are 
different from the self.'' According to the view that 
there is parisankhydvidhi, in regard to Sravana, etc., and 
according to the view that there is no vidhi at all, no unseen 
merit would ensue from their pursuit. But the above- 
mentioned visible results would follow as a consequence. 


To sum up: the mind of the aspirant will become free 
from all impediments by the pursuit of all the factors men- 
tioned above. And there would arise the immediate 
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knowledge of Brahman from the major-texts of the 


Upanisad-s. 


The Brahma-siitra'"' discusses the question whether the 
knowledge of Brahman would arise in this life itself by the 
observance of Sravana, etc. It is ascertained that the rise 
of the knowledge in this life itself depends upon the absence 
of impediments that are likely to be caused by the fructified 
demerits. If, however, there are impediments, then know- 
ledge would arise in the next life. The ४7७८८ text states 
that Vamadeva has attained the knowledge of Brahman 
when he was in his mother’s womb, There is no possibility 
of pursuing the means of Sravana, ctc., then. From this it 
is evident that he must have pursued the means in his 
previous life and knowledge did not arise then owing to 
some impediments." 


Anubhūtisvarūpa states!" that the above view would 
hold good only if we admit that there is injunction in res- 
pect of Sravana, etc. For it is only then there will arise 
merit from their observance and it will endure and give 
forth its result, namely, the knowledge of Brahman in the 
next life. He proceeds to say that Vacaspatimisra who 
does not accept any injunction in respect of Sravana, etc., 
cannot admit the possibility of the rise of the knowledge in 
the next life. But, curiously enough, he admits so. ‘Thus 
there is inherent contradiction in Vacaspati’s view. 


Amalananda in his Kalpataru defends Vacaspati against 
the criticism of Anubhiitisvariipa. He states that according 
to Vacaspati, the merit arising from the Do of 
karma-yoga is exhausted by giving rise to vividisd. ‘The op- 
portunity to pursue Sravana, etc., is to be bestowed by other 
merits. The latter will be checked by the fructified deme- 
rits and so they are not efficacious in helping the rise of the 
knowledge of Brahman in this life itself. Thus since Sravana, 
etc., depend upon the merits that would arise from specific 
karma-s for yielding forth their fruits and since those merits 
may be checked by the fructified demerits, there is not the 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


148 Three Little Known Advaitins 


necessity of the rise of the knowledge of Brahman in this 
life. Sravana, etc., are not enjoined; yet they may give rise 
to the intuitive knowledge of Brahman in a hereafter on the 
grounds mentioned above. The criticism of Anubhitis- 
variipa, therefore, is not valid.'" 


In the first Chapter of the present thesis, we have said 
that according to Anubhitisvaripa, mdyd which is one as- 
pect of prakrti is the transformative material cause of the 
world. It is located in Brahman and it is one only. Avidyd 
is an indeterminable part of maya and it is the limiting ad- 
junct of the soul. There is plurality of avidyd and hence the 
souls are many. Avidyd consists of the power of concealing 
(@varanaSaktt) the true nature of Brahman and the power of 
projecting (viksepasakti) agency, etc., on the soul. 


The direct knowledge of Brahman, by its mere rise, re- 
moves the dvarana-phase of avidyd. The soul, free from 
doubt and contrary notion regarding its true nature, per- 
ceives the world of objects, and agency, etc., that are pro- 
jected by the viksepa-phase of avidyd without being deluded 
by them. In other words, the soul is in the world but not 
of the world. 


Now the question arises regarding the position of the 
merits and demerits that were accumulated in the previous 
lives as well as in this life itself before the rise of the know- 
ledge of Brahman. The texts of the Chdndog yopanisad- 


(i) just as the upper part of a reed thrown into the 


fire is completely burnt so also all his sins are burnt away; 
and; 


(ii) He transcends both merit and demerit,'' state 
that the knowledge of Brahman destroys all the merits and 
demerits acquired prior to its rise. These Upanisadic texts 
are discussed in the Brahma-sutra — 


tadadhigama uttarapirvaghayoraSlesavinasau 
tadyyapadesat.'" 
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In the same way, the direct knowledge of Brahman 
prevents the accumulation of any fresh merit or demerit. 
It is because the knower of the truth does not have any 
sense of agency in respect of any action he may perform in 
future. He has the realization in the form ‘I am Brahman 
which is free from the characteristic of being an agent or an 
experient in the three divisions of time — past, present and 
future; I was never an agent or an experient; nor am 7 now 
and nor will I be in future’. When such is the case, there 
is no possibility of his being rendered impure by any de- 
merit or pure by any merit. The Chandogya text — 


‘As water does not stick to a lotus-leaf, even so sin 
does not cling to one who has realized the self’ 


sets forth the above view. This text is discussed in the 
Brahma-sutra — 


126 


itarasyapyevamasamslesah pate tu 


The author of the Brahma-siitra in the aphorism — 


andrabdhakdrya eva tu piirve tadavadheh'** 

discusses the question as to whether the merits and demerits 
accumulated (saficita) as well as fructified (prdrabdha) are 
destroyed without any distinction whatsoever. It is ascer- 
tained that it is only the merits and demerits that were ac- 
cumulated that are destroyed and not the portion of them 
which is termed prarabdha as it has started yielding forth 
its fruit in the form of the present body by being present in 
which the soul has attained the knowledge of Brahman. 
This view is held on the basis of the Upanigadic text — 


‘For the knower of the truth, the delay is so long 
as he is not dissociated from his body. After the 


’ 122 


fall of his body, he remains as Brahman’. 


Following Śrī Sankara, Anubhūtisvarūpa says that 
the above text states that in the case of the knower of the 
truth there is delay in attaining Brahman till the fall of his 
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body. From this it is known that the body continues to 
exist for some time after the rise of the knowledge of Brah- 
man. And the continuance of the body implies the exist- 
ence of merits and demerits (karma). They are the fructi- 
fied ones. If, however, it is maintained that there is the 
destruction of all the merits and demerits without any dis- 
tinction, then the body would immediately fall off as there 
will be no factor to sustain it. In that case, the ४7८८ text 
which states that one waits to be Brahman till the fall of 
the body will be contradicted. Soit must be held that the 
knowledge of Brahman destroys all merits and demerits 
excepting the fructified ones.'™ 


Anubhitisvaripa in his Prakatdrtha-Vivarana'** and in 
his Bhagavadgitd-bhdsya-tippana'*® explains the above posi- 
tion on the basis of an analogy. Even after the rise of the 
sun, the darkness that is present in the inner apartment is 
not removed. In the same way, even after the rise of the 
sun in the form of the knowledge of Brahman, the fructifi- 
ed merits and demerits are not removed. 


Further it must be held that the rise of the knowledge 
of Brahman does depend upon the fructified karma for its 
rise. It is because knowledge could be attained by a soul 
only when it remains in a body. And the latter could be 
had only by the fructified karma. The force of the latter 
is like that of a potter’s wheel or of a discharged arrow and 
it must be allowed to work itself out through its effects being 
experienced. It cannot be checked in the middle. So one 
must wait till its force is exhausted.'"*"* That the knowledge 
of Brahman is not effective in dispelling the fructified karma 
is evident from the Upanisad-s which speak of Uddalaka 
and other realized souls who continue to live in the body 
even after the rise of the knowledge of Brahman.'’* The 
sustaining factor of the body is the fructified karma; and, 
the latter is sustained by the viksepa-phase of avidya which 
is not destroyed by the direct knowledge of Brahman. 


Anubhutisvaripa explains this on the basis of the 
following inferential argument: 
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The knowledge of Brahman is not annihilative of 
the root-cause of the fructified karma; 


it is because it is the effect of the fructified karma; 
like the experience of happiness or 1115009. 


Here the root-cause of the fructified karma is the vikgepa- 
phase of avidyd. 


CR § h > : » 
Sri Sankara in his commentary on the Brahma-sutra 
states: 


bidhitamapi tu mithydjiidnam dvicandrajnanavat 
sarnskdravasat kaiicitkalam anuvartate eva‘”’ 


Anubhitisvaripa explains that the word samskdra in the 
expression satnskdravasat means that which reveals (samska- 
roti- vyanakti) the one moon as two (duitiyam candram). And 
it is the revealing medium, namely, the vessel filled in with 


water. 


Anubhiitisvariipa proceeds to state that the moon which 
is one only appears to be two because of the revealing 
medium, namely, the vessel filled in with water. The 
appearance of the two moons is contradicted by the perce- 
ptual knowledge that it is one. Yet one continues to 
perceive the two moons because of the presence of the 
revealing medium, although one has the knowledge that it 
is false. The appearance of the two moons will be removed 
by the knowledge of the oneness of the moon at the time 
of the removal of the revealing medium." 


In the same way, here too it is the viksepa-phase of 
avidya that is to be referred to by the term samskara. It 
presents the characteristics of agency, etc., upon the knower 
of the truth. ‘Their appearance will be removed by the 
continuing knowledge of Brahman when there is the remo- 
val of the viksepa-phase of avidyd. The latter takes place 
when the fructified merits and demerits are exhausted by 


experiencing their fruits. 
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Such a one who is free from the accumulated merits 
and demerits and who lives out only his fructified karma is 
known as a jivanmukta, He is not influenced by the world 
of objects as he has once for all realized its falsity. Since 
he has realized the truth and since he is embodied for the 
time being he imparts the knowledge of Brahman to others. 
When the body falls off, the jivanmukta remains as pure 
Brahman. This is the significance of the Chdndogya text— 


‘For the knower of the truth, the delay is so long 
as he is not dissociated from the body’! 


Anubhttisvariipa advocates two aspects of prakrti as 
maya and avidyd. Maya is the transformative material cause 
of the world. Avidyd is the limiting adjunct of the soul. 
Since avidyd-s are many, the souls too are many. If a par- 
ticular soul attains the knowledge of Brahman, then the 
avarana-phase of avidyd is removed first. The viksepa-phase 
is removed later on when the fructified karma of the soul is 
exhausted. The soul will remain then as Brahman which 
is pure consciousness. The other souls conditioned by 
their respective avidyd-s will continue to exist. Maya will 
not be removed by the knowledge of Brahman which a 
particular soul attains. Consequently the world too which 
is the transformation of m@yd will continue to exist as the 
field of experience of happiness or misery for the other 
bound souls. It is in this way Anubhiutisvariipa explains 
the distinction between the liberated soul and the bound 
ones. 


It might be thought that if māyā and the world exist 
even in the state of liberation which is identical with Brah- 
man, then the non-dual character of Brahman will be con- 
tradicted. But it is not so. It is because such a contingency 
would arise only if there exist real entities apart from 
Brahman. Here maya and the world are non-real and the 
existence of non-real entities will not impair the non-dual 
character of Brahman.‘ 


Bhaskara in his commentary on the Bhagavad-gita 
criticizes the Advaita position by saying that if Brahman 
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itself were admitted to be attaining the state of the souls, 
then if a particular soul attains liberation, the other souls 
too will be instantaneously released.'** 


The point of criticism is that according to the preva- 
lent view in Advaita, the cause of Brahman.attaining to the 
state of the souls is maya which is one and which is remov- 
ed by the knowledge of Brahman. If one soul attains the 
latter, then mdyd which is one will be removed. Asa con- 
sequence of this all the other souls too, being free from 
77696, will be released. 


The above criticism of Bhaskara is not valid in the 
light of Anubhitisvartipa’s clarification of the concept of 
liberation set forth above. z 


The author of the Brahma-sūtra records the view of 
three authors including himself in regard to the nature ofa 
liberated soul. Jaimini holds the view that the liberated 
soul who is identical with Brahman remains as one possess- 
ing omniscience, lordship and other qualities because the 
Upanişad-s describe Brahman as possessing these qualities.“ 


Audulomi is of the view that the Upanişadic text — 
prajiidnaghana eva'** speaks of Brahman as pure conscious- 
ness only. The qualities like omniscience, etc., are illusorily 
presented upon Brahman by the limiting adjunct — mdpd. 
The texts that speak of Brahman as omniscient, etc., refer 
not to Brahman — the pure Being, but to Brahman as asso- 
ciated with maya. Hence Omniscience, etc., do not cons- 
titute the essential nature of Brahman, while pure conscious- 
ness is so. On this ground it is held by Audulomi that the 
liberated soul which is identical with Brahman remains as 


pure consciousness.” : 


Badarayana is of the view that pure consciousness is 
the essential nature of Brahman and omniseience, etc., cons- 
titute the nature of God who is a complex of Brahman and 
maya. He who realizes Brahman — the pure consciousness 


20 
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remains as consciousness. And he who meditates upon God 
becomes God-like possessing the qualities of omniscience, 
etc. Thus the view of Jaimini is propounded from the em- 
pirical stand-point, while that of Audulomi, from the trans- 
cendental stand-point. As such there is no contradiction 


between the two views. This is the interpretation which 
Anubhiitisvartipa gives." 


Bhaskara overlooking the difference in the stand-points 
mentioned above argues that Badarayana favours the view 
that the liberated soul remains as possessing consciousness, 
omniscience, etc., as its qualities. He feels that only then 
the validity of the two kinds of texts, one setting forth cons- 
ciousness as the essential nature of Brahman and another 
referring to omniscience, etc., as its essential nature would 
hold good. He further argues that liberation cannot be 
equated with pure consciousness. It is because to remain 
as pure consciousness can never be a human end. Hence 
the author of the Brahma-sūira has admitted that moksa is 


the state where the soul remains as omniscient, that is, as 
conscious of everything.. 


Anubhitisvariipa rejects this contention of Bhaskara 
thus: To say that one is conscious of something is to admit 
that one has acquired the knowledge of that particular ob- 
ject through the well-recognized means. When viewed in 
this light if it is held that the liberated soul is conscious of 
everything, then it must be admitted that it has acquired 
the knowledge of everything. But the state of liberation is 
characterized by the absence of mind which is the general 
cause of all cognitions and of the sense-organs which are 
the instruments of the specific cognition. This must be ad- 
mitted on the basis of the Sruti text which speaks of the dis- 
solution of all the factors mentioned above in the state of 
liberation. Thus in the absence of any means of know- 
ledge in the state of liberation, there is no possibility of the 
liberated soul acquiring any knowledge. As such a libera- 
ted soul cannot be said to be conscious of everything. On 
the other hand, it remains as pure consciousness." 
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Bhaskara further states that liberation cannot be equ- 
ated with consciousness on another ground. It is because 
the latter is different from bliss. It is thus: consciousness 
is manifested at the time of the experience of misery. If 
consciousness is identical with bliss, then at the time of the 
experience of misery, bliss also must be manifested. Since 
it is not the case, we have to hold that consciousness is diff- 
erent from bliss, If liberation is equated with conscious- 
ness, then it will be different from bliss and as such it can- 
not be a human end.'® 


Anubhttisvartiipa argues that consciousness is held to 
be different from bliss on the ground that when it is mani- 
fested at the time of the experience of misery, bliss is not 
manifested. But this contention is not correct. A fair-com- 
plexioned body gets itself reflected in an impure mirror, 
And the fair colour is not noticed in the body that is re- 
flected. In other words, when body is manifested, fair 
colour is not manifested. On this ground no one says that 
fair colour is not the nature of the body. Hence it must be 
admitted that the essential nature of an object may not be 
manifested owing to the limiting adjunct. Here bliss is the 
essential nature of consciousness. It is manifested in the 
mental states which arise from the contact of sense-organs 
with pleasant objects. This is similar to the manifestation 
of the fair colour in a mirror that is pure. Butin the men- 
tal states which arise owing to the contact of sense-organs 
with unpleasant objects, the bliss-aspect is not manifested. 
This is similar to the non-manifestation of the fair colour 
in the body that is reflected in an impure mirror. Hence 
consciousness is identical with bliss. But bliss is not mani- 
fested at the time of the experience of misery when cons- 
ciousness manifests. It is because misery is the mental state 
that arises by the contact of sense-organs with unpleasant 
objects. And in that mental state bliss-form will not be re- 
flected.'** This point will be dealt with in detail in the 
Chapter on ‘The Bliss-form of the Self? in the present 


thesis. 
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It comes to this that pure consciousness is identical 
with bliss. And liberation which is identical with pure 
consciousness is bliss in nature. Hence Bhaskara’s criticism 
is not valid, 


Bhaskara and his follower Amrtananda reject the 
Advaitin’s position that knowledge is the sole means to 
liberation. They hold that the Advaitins wrongly think 
that the characteristics of agency, etc., on the part of the 
soul are non-real and a non-real factor could be removed 
only by knowledge. But it is not so. Even real entities 
are seen to be removed by knowledge. The poison which 
is real is removed by firm recollection of Garuda. Desire 
which is real is removed by the discernment of defect in the 
objects. In the same way, sin which is real is removed by 
the sight of the sacred setu. Hence the world is real and 
yet it can be removed by knowledge.''' 


Anubhitisvaripa argues that none of the examples 
given above prove that a real entity can be removed by 
knowledge. The poison is not removed by mere recollec- 
tionof Garuda but by intense meditation upon Him by 
uttering the sacred formula relating to Him. The latter is 
not knowledge but activity — mental and vocal. The dis- 
cernment of defects in the objects does not remove desire. 
It only gives rise to detachment which is a mental state 
that is the opposite of desire. Hence there is no removal of 
desire that is real by the discernment of defects. In the 
same way, it is not the mere visual perception of the sacred 
setu that is admitted to be removing the sins. On the other 
hand it is the observance of several vows associated with 
taking bath in the sacred setu that removes the sin. Hence 
it is activity and not mere visual perception of setu that 
leads to the removal of sins. The statement that one will 
get rid of the sins arising from committing the most heinous 
crimes by merely seeing the setu is only recommendatory in 
character. If this is not admitted, then the smrti texts that 
speak of the observance of vows associated with taking 
bath in the setu as the cause of the removal of sins will be 
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contradicted. Hence knowledge could remove only a non- 
real entity and not a real one.' The characteristics of 
agency, etc., on the part of the soul are non-real and they 
are removed by the knowledge of Brahman. The soul 
ceases to be a soul then and remains as Brahman which is 
liberation, 


To sum up: avidyd is the limiting adjunct of the soul. 
It is an indeterminable part of 77696 whose transformation 
is the world, Avidyd-s are many and so the souls too are 
many. If a particular soul attains the knowledge of 
Brahman then its avidyd will be removed andit will cease 
to be a soul and remain as pure consciousness. This is libe- 
ration. The other souls conditioned by their respective 
avidyd-s will continue to exist. Méyd will not be removed 
by the knowledge of Brahman which a particular soul 
attains. Consequently the world too which isthe trans- 
formation of māyā will continue to exist as the field of ex- 
perience for the other bound souls. 
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SECTION II 


ADVAITAVIDYACARYA 


THE BLISS-FORM OF THE SELF 


The discussion regarding the bliss-form of the self 
centres around the concept of witness-self or sdksicattanya. 
The Upanisad-s affirm an eternal consciousness different 
from the individual soul and the mental states or empirical 
cognitions. This eternal consciousness is séksicattanya. 


In the famous dialogue between Janaka and Yajfia- 
valkya recorded in the section known as jyotirbrahmana in 
the Brhaddranyakopanisad, Janaka raises the question as to 
what may be the transcendent light on the basis of which 
the individual soul acts.' After suggesting the luminaries 
like the sun, the moon, fire and speech, Yajnavalkya — the 
finest mind affirms in a sublimated language that it is the 
self that serves as the light for the individual soul to act.’ 
And he describes the self—the Light as self-luminous consci- 
ousness immanent in the mind.* 


Vajfiavalkya proceeds to say that this self, by being 
falsely identified with the intellect, attains to the status of 
an individual soul and experiences the three states of waking, 
dream and deep sleep. He explains this on the analogy of 
a large fish and a hawk or falcon in the following words: 


“Just as a large fish swims alternately to both 
banks [of a river], so does this self move to both 
the states of dream and waking”’;‘ and, “As a hawk 
or falcon roaming in the sky becomes tired, folds 
its wings, and hastens to its nest, so does this self 
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hasten for this state [of deep sleep], where falling 
asleep, he cherishes no more desires and has no 
more dreams.’” 


It may be added here that the self — the pure consciousness 
when associated with avidyd, the subtle body consisting of 
the five senses of knowledge, five senses of action, five-fold 
vital-air and the internal organ in its two-fold aspect of 
intellect and mind, and the gross body is the experient of 
the waking state. And when associated with avidyđ and 
the subtle body, it is the experient of the dream state. And 
when associated with avidyé and the intellect and mind in 
their subtle form, itis the experient of the deep sleep state. 
The consciousness-element in the individual soul who is the 
blend of consciousness, avidyd, the subtle and the gross 
body is constant in and also the witness of the three states. 
It is this consciousness-element that is the s@ksicaitanya. It 
is thus distinct from the individual soul. 


Yajfiavalkya further states that this sdksicaitanya is 
supra-relational as it is unattached." This is, as it should be; 
for, the saéksicattanya cannot be admitted to be related to 
the three states of waking, dream and deep sleep. Onecan 
admit so provided the three states appear in it simultane- 
ously. But it is not so. The world of dream is not present 
in the waking state and the objects of the waking state are 
not present in the state of dream. The two are not present 
in the state of deep sleep. These three appear only alter- 
nately in the s@ksi, Hence they are not real, that is, not 
unsublatable. And the ४४४७ which serves as the underly- 
ing principle of the three states which are non-real will 
never be affected by them. This is the significance of the 
teaching of Yajnavalkya referred to above. 


Sarvajnatman in his Samksepasdriraka sums up the 
above position thus: 


“The three states of intellect are known by your 
true nature—the pure consciousness and hence they 
are manifested as external to you. Moreover, as 
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these states possess the attributes of appearance 
and disappearance, how could there be any [real] 
relation of these three states to your nature — the 
spiritual element of consciousness.” 


An analysis of the deep sleep state would give us a 
clear understanding of the concept of ५७६७. In the state of 
deep sleep, the sense-organs do not function and mind pro- 
visionally merges in avidyd. What we have in that state is 
only the pure-consciousness, avidyd and the internal organ 
in its latent form. One has the experience of bliss and 
avidyd then. That such an experience exists then must be ad- 
mitted on the following ground: one who comes back to the 
waking state {rom that of deep sleep has the recollection ‘I 
slept happily, and I did not know anything when I was 
asleep’. Since recollection is based upon prior experience, 
it must be held that there was experience of bliss and avidya 
in the state of deep sleep. This experience could not have 
arisen from the sense-organs or mind as these have ceased 
to function then. Hence it must be held that that experi- 
ence is only the pure consciousness which is associated with 
avidyd. It is sdéksicaitanya. The bliss which is experienced 
could not have been derived from the contact of sense-organs 
with objects as none of them exist then. Hence the bliss 
must be held to be identical with the sakszcattanya. In other 
words, consciousness and bliss are identical. Thus the saksi- 
caitanya while it shines of its own accord shines forth as 
bliss in nature too. 


Yajfiavalkya sums up the above position by saying that 
in the state of deep sleep the self manifests [by being the 
witness] but it does not manifest [through the sense-organs |.” 
The consciousness that constitutes the essential nature of the 
self is eternal.’ It is bliss.’ And it is only the reflection 
of this bliss in the mental states that arise through the 
functioning of the senses of knowledge that is experienced 
by the beings." 


In the section entitled Usastabrahmana in the Brha- 
daéranyakopanisad, Yajnavalkya instructs Usasta that the 
21 
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sdksicaitanya which manifests the mental states that arise 
through the functioning of senses of knowledge such as sense 
of sight, sense of touch, etc., cannot be comprehended by 
the mental states, "° 


From the above it follows that the saksicaitanya is dis- 
tinct from mental states too which are termed empirical 
cognitions. So far the Upanisadic view. 


The Advaitin holds that the concept of sd@ksicaitanya is 
based not only on the authority of the Upanisad-s but on the 
basis of reasoning too. The following are the arguments 
advanced in this regard: 


(i) one has the perceptual knowledge of the rise of a 
mental state of the form of desire [say], its destruction and 
also its distinction from other mental states such as aversion, 
etc. This perceptual knowledge cannot be the mental state 
itself because an entity cannot comprehend its rise, destruc- 
tion and also its distinction from other factors. It might be 
saidthat the perceptual knowledge of therise, etc., of a 
mental state is another mental state. This contention, 
however, is wrong. It is because this second mental state must 
be admitted to be originated and an object can be held tobe 
originated only when it is known to beso. Hence the second 
mental state too must be known. This means that it must 
come within the range of another mental state. Thus we 
are led to the fallacy of infinite regress. Hence the percep- 
tual knowledge of the rise, etc., of a mental state is an eter- 
nal consciousness known as säksi; 


(ii) in the case of aharpaddrtha, avidya, happiness, 
misery, etc., there never arises any doubt as regards their 
existence. This could be explained only by admitting that 
these factors as long as they exist are in continual contact 
with knowledge. 


This knowledge cannot be a mental state on two 
grounds: 
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In the first place, a mental state functions only in res- 


pect of external objects and not in regard to internal objects 
like happiness, etc. 


In the second place, it is subject to origination and 
destruction and even if it is admited to be in contact with 
happiness, etc., it could be so only occasionally and not 
always. Asa result there would be the manifestation of 
happiness, etc., at times and at other times there will be 
doubt as regards their existence which, however, is not the 
case. So in order to explain the absence of doubt regard- 
ing the existence of happiness, etc., as long as they exist, it is 
necessary to hold that they are in continual contact with a 
knowledge which, for the reasons stated above, cannot bea 
mental state but must be an eternal consciousness. The 
latter is séksi;"* and, 


(iii) at the cessation of a continuous visual cognition 
in the form of an object, one has the recollection of the 
form ‘for so long I was perceiving this only’. This recollec- 
tion involves reference to the ahampadartha signified by the 
term ‘I’, to the time factor conveyed by the expression ‘so 
long’ and to the act of perceiving denoted by the form of 
words ‘was perceiving’. Recollection is always based upon 
prior experience. So one must have the knowledge of the 
ahainpadartha, the time factor, and the act of perceiving at 
the time of the continuous visual cognition in the form of 
an object. This knowledge cannot be a mental state. It is 
because the nature of a continuous cognition is such that it 
does not admit of any other mental state within itself. If 
the continuous cognition of an object which too is a mental 
state is intervened by the mental states in the form of ahar- 
padartha, etc,, then it would cease to bea continuous cog- 
nition. Hence to account for the recollection of ahampa- 
dartha, etc., co-existent with the continuous cognition of 
some other object, we must admit a perceptual knowledge 
which cannot be a mental state, but could only be an eter- 
nal consciousness known as sa@ksi"* 
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Thus on the basis of the above arguments the Advaitin 
proves the existence of saksicaitanya. 


We shall now set forth the specific nature of the säksi- 
caitanya. ‘The pure consciousness that transcends the mind 
is the sa@ksicaitanya. And the pure consciousness that is re- 
flected in or conditioned by mind is the individual soul. 
This is the prevalent view in Advaita and it is advocated by 
Nrsimhasrama'’ — a follower of the Vivarana tradition. 


According to the Vivarana tradition, the individual 
soul who is a reflected image of pure consciousness is 
identical with the latter that serves as the original. Accord- 
ing to Advaitavidyacarya too the individual soul is a re- 
flected image of pure consciousness, but it is different from 
the latter and as such is indeterminable. This we shall 
discuss in detail in the following chapter. 


It may be added here that the characteristic of being a 
witness (sdéksitva) is not essential to the pure consciousness; 
it is only adventitious. Sri Suresvara in his Varttika on the 
Brhad@ranyakopanisad-bhasya of Sri Sankara states: 


‘the characteristics of being the Lord, the mate- 
rial and the efficient cause and the witness are res- 
pectively dependent upon the beings that are con- 
trolled, the world that is created, and the objects 
that are witnessed. On the ground of their being 
dependent upon something else, they cannot con- 
stitute the essential nature of the pure conscious- 
ness. They are only adventitious and are relevant 
only in the realm of avidya’.™ 


Sarvajnatman too in his Samksepasdriraka states: 


- ‘The nature of being-a Lord cannot be thought of 
except in relation to the controlled beings. And 
the state of being controlled is not intelligible with- 
out relation toa controller (that is, the Lord). And 
so these two are the creations of mere avidyd and 
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hence indeterminable (either as real or as un- 
real)’;'* 


‘We cannot understand the nature of being a cause 
by leaving aside the effect. (Similarly) we do not 
assume a mere effect in the absence of a cause’:'’ 


“The nature of being a witness and the nature of 
what is witnessed are neither admitted nor intelli- 
gible without reference to the witnessed objects and 
the witness (respectively). Hence these two are in- 
terdependent’;’° and, 


‘And whichever is interdependent is illusory like 
dream. on these grounds So we accept that the 
characteristics of being a Lord, etc., are illusory’.”' 


It comes to this that the consciousness-element in the 
saksicaitanya is real while the state of being a witness or 
sakst is non-real as it is based upon the relation of pure 
consciousness to avidyd and mind. Thus s@ksicaitanya is 
real while s@ksztva is non-real. 


The saksicaitanya manifests the individual soul and its 
attributes, the objects and mind with all its features in the 
state of waking and dream. In the state of deep sleep, 
when the mind provisionally merges in avidyd, the indivi- 
dual soul is not determinately perceived as ‘I’, and the 
objects of the world are not present, the séksicattanya shines 
forth as bliss manifesting avidyd. 


Now we have to face the question: does ८०८४८४७ conceal 
the sdksicaitanya or not? If it conceals it, then the latter, 
being a concealed entity, could not manifest avidya or 
ahampadārtha.™ If it does not, then there would be the 
manifestation of bliss which is identical with ७०४४ even now 
and as such there would be no difference between the states 
of liberation and transmigratory existence. 


As against the dialemma put forth in the above para- 
graph, Nrsimhasrama in his work Adoaitadipika sets forth 
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the view of certain Advaitins according to whom auidya 
does conceal the saksicaitanya — its manifesting factor. This 
is explained on the basis of the example of the planet Rahu 
which is manifested only by the light of the luminary — the 
sun or the moon which it conceals in eclipses.” Appayya- 
diksita records this view in his Siddhdnta-leSa-sangraha.** 


The above view may be objected to on the ground that 
the sun or the moon fully concealed by Rāhu would mani- 
fest only Rahu and not any other object like pot. In the 
same way, the sdksicaitanya which is concealed by avidyd 
would manifest only avidyé and not the other objects like 
the ahatnpadartha, mind and its modes for the manifestation 
of which too the saksicaitanya is admitted. The ahamnpa- 
dartha, etc., must be admitted to be manifested as otherwise 
there will be doubt or contrary notion in respect of their 
existence which, however, is not the case. 


To get over the above difficulty, if it is held that the 
sdksicaitanya is not concealed, then the criticism would be 


- that the bliss-form too which is identical with the sdksicat- 


tanya must be admitted to be not concealed. In that case it 
will be fully manifest even now, that is, in the state of trans- 
migratory existence as in the state of liberation. And as 
such there will be no difference between the two states.” 


The above objection may be answered by saying that 
the bliss-form of the séksicaitanya is different from the illimi- 
table bliss which is Brahman — the pure consciousness. The 
latter is concealed in the state of transmigration and is fully 
manifest in the state of liberation. This explains the diffe- 
rence between the two states of transmigration and libera- 
tion. It must be noted here that the difference between the 
bliss-form of the saksi and Brahman is only fancied by 
avidyā.™ ; 


The pirvapaksin argues that the feature of illimitable- 
ness in Brahman-bliss means only absence of limitation. And 
limitation is only difference that is posited by avidya, Thus 
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illimitableness in Brahman-bliss is only absence of difference. 
If this absence of difference which is illimitableness were 
different from Brahman-bliss, then it is not bliss and it 
would cease to be a human goal, as the sphere of human 
goal is only bliss. Since illimitableness does not constitute 
the human goal, liberation too which is said to be characte- 
rized by illimitable bliss cannot be a human ४०91. 


To get over this difficulty, if it is said that illimitable- 
ness which is absence of difference in Brahman-bliss does 
not differ from the latter, then it must be admitted that in 
the state of liberation there is the manifestation of mere 
bliss. The latter is present even now in the state of trans- 
migration and so there will be no difference between the 
states of transmigration and liberation.” 


Advaitins might say that the saksicaitanya is confined 
within the gross body, and the bliss that is identical with it 
is also limited thereby. It admits of gradations. For 
example, in the state of deep sleep, the bliss-form of the 
saksicaitanya is clearly manifest. This is evident from the 
recollection of the form ‘I slept happily’ which one has after 
coming back to the waking state. But it is not as distinctly 
manifest as it is in the mental states which arise through 
the contact of sense-organs with pleasant objects. The re- 
flection of the bliss-form of the s@ksicaitanya in such mental 
states is known as visaydnanda. Thus the bliss that is mani- 
fested in the state of transmigration is surpassable. In the 
state of liberation what is manifest is Brahman-bliss which 
is unsurpassable. And this explains the difference between 
the states of transmigration and liberation.” 


The pirvapaksin contends that according to Advaita, 
the bliss that is identical with saksi [saksyananda], the bliss 
that is derived from material objects [visaydnanda], and 
Brahman-bliss [ Brahmdnanda] are identical infact. Hence 
different degrees of manifestation cannot be predicated of 
in regard to them." 


Advaitins contend that it is true that the séksydnanda 
and visaydnanda are identical with Brahmdnanda. Yet 
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different degrees of manifestation as conditioned by differen- 
ces in the limiting media are possible in the case of the 
former two. Brahman-bliss is uniform and is unsurpassable. 
When related to avidyd and mind, it is saksicattanya that is 
identical with bliss. And when reflected in the mental 
states derived from contact with material objects it is visayd- 
nanda. Thus the differences in the limiting conditions ex- 
plain the different degrees of manifestation of one and the 
same bliss, that is, Brahman. It comes to thisthat the 
siksydnanda which is manifest here is surpassable and 
Brahmdnanda which manifests in the state of liberation is 
unsurpassable. The two states are, therefore, different. 


Advaitins explain the above view on the basis of an 
example. The sun’s light isone. Its manifestation is less 
when it is not in contact with the palm of the hand. It is 
great in degree when it is in contact with the palm. It is 
greater when it is in contact with a crystal. And it ismuch 
greater when it is in contact with a mirror. Thus the 
differences in the limiting conditions account for the diffe- 
rences in the degrees of manifestation of one and the same 
light. In the same way, Brahman-bliss associated with 
avidya and mind is viewed as séksydnanda that gets reflected 
in several mental states. And the differences in the mental 
states account for the difference in the degrees of manifes- 
tation of one and the same bliss that is manifest as sdéksya- 
nanda in the state of transmigration. Hence saksydnanda 
is surpassable, while Brahman-bliss which is manifest in the 
state of liberation is unsurpassable. The two states are, 
therefore, different. 


The purvapaksin contends that the sun’s light would 
serve as an example of Brahman-bliss provided it is one 
and of uniform nature. It is not one as it is only an aggre- 
gaté of manifold rays. Further it is not uniform as we have 

_ the experience of thin and dense rays of the sun in various 
places. 


Moreover the degrees of manifestation in the sun’s light 
are not due to differences in the limiting conditions as the 
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Advaitins think. The sun’s light spreads everywhere. It 
does not shine clearly in the sky. But it manifests in great 
degree when its course is checked by relation to the palm. 
This manifestation is due to the intensification of the rays. 
This is analogous to water which, while flowing into the 
lower regions, gets increased in quantity when obstructed 
by the palm. In the same way, when the course of the sun’s 
light is checked by relation to a bright mirror there is even 
greater manifestation than in the previous case because of 
intensification and because of its association with the bright- 
ness of the mirror. Thus the examples suggested by the 
Advaitins are only cases of intensification and not of delimi- 
tation by limiting adjuncts. So in the case of the sun’s light, 
degrees of manifestation are admitted due to intensification 
and not due to difference in the limiting conditions. Hence 
the sun’s light cannot serve as an example of Brahman-bliss 
wherein degrees of manifestation are sought to be proved 
on the basis of the difference in the limiting conditions,” 


Having proved that the sun’s light cannot serve as an 
appropriate example to illustrate the degrees of manifesta- 
tion in the Brahman-bliss, the purvapaksin states that if this 
example were admitted, then there would arise the follow- 
ing difficulty. The sun’s light which spreads in the sky is 
not clear; and, when it is obstructed by the palm, etc., it is 
very clear. In the same way, Brahman-bliss too would be 
less clear when compared to the saéksyananda which is clearer 
in the state of susupti and much clearer when reflected in 
the mental states attaining the status of visaydnanda. Hence 
from the point of view of the manifestation of greater degree 
of bliss, transmigratory existence would be more desirable 
than release.” 


To sum up: if the sa@ksicattanya is not concealed by 
avidyd, siksydnanda identical with it will also be not con- 
cealed. Asa result of this there will be manifestation of 
bliss even now and so there will be no difference between 
the states of transmigration and release.” 

22 
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So far the prima facie view. We shall now set forth the 
siddhantin’s view. 


Nrsimhasrama in his Advaitadipikd advocates the view 
that the bliss-form of the self is concealed in the state of 
transmigration by avidyd and it is manifest at the time of 
liberation and so there is a marked difference between the 
two states. He argues that in accordance with the experi- 
ence of the form ‘Bliss which is set forth in the Upanisad-s 
is not manifest, is not in me’, it must be held that there is 
concealment of the bliss-aspect in the state of transmigra- 
tion.** In the state of liberation, however, the concealment 
is removed and there is the manifestation of the bliss-form 
of the self. Thus there is not the contingence of non-distinc- 
tion between the states of liberation and transmigration. 


It might be objected: if the bliss-form of the self is 
concealed, then sa@ksicaitanya, which is identical with it will 
also be concealed. It follows then that the sdksicaitanya, 


being a concealed entity, cannot manifest avidyd, ahainpad- 
Grtha etc." 


This objection is answered thus: in one and the same 
reality, two different aspects, namely, the aspect of the 
individual soul and the aspect of God are posited by avidyd. 
It is further admitted that that aspect of reality, namely, 
the individual soul is ignorant and the other aspect of 
reality, namely, God is omniscient. In the same way, in the 
same reality, two aspects, namely, the aspect of witness-self 
(sdksicaitanya) and the aspect of bliss are posited by avidyd. 
In accordance with the experience of the form ‘Bliss which 
is set forth in the Upanisad-s is not manifest, is not in me’, it 
must be held that the bliss-aspect isconcealed. And, since 
there is the manifestation of avidyd, ahainpadartha, etc., and 
since that manifestation would hold good only when the 
saksicaitanya is manifest, it is admitted that the latter 
isnot concealed. It must be noted here that like the aspects 
of the individual soul and God, the difference between the 
bliss-aspect and the saksicaitanya too is fancied by avidyd. 
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Hence there is no conflict with the non-dual nature of 
Brahman.’ 


It might be said: if the sākşicaitanya is manifest, then 
it is opposed to avidyd. The latter, therefore, cannot exist. 
As a result, the bliss-aspect which is identical with the 
sak sicaitanya cannot be concealed at all, 


The above contention is answered by saying that the 
saksicaitanya as such is the manifesting factor of avidyd; it 
is not its annihilating factor. The latter is only the séksi- 
cattanya defined by the mental state. In this aspect itis not 
the witness of avidyd. So the sdksicaitanya is not opposed 
to avidyd. And the latter could conceal the bliss-aspect.** 


From the above it follows that there could be manifes- 
tation and at the same time concealment of one and the 
same object. Advaitins explain this position on the basis 
of an analogy. One puts the question to the other ‘I do 
not know the sense stated by you’. In order to express 
one’s ignorance of the sense, the latter must be known. 
Otherwise one cannot refer to it and express one’s ignorance 
regarding it.“ 


It might be said that one knows the general aspect of 
the sense and hence one refers to it. Since one does not 
know its specific aspect, one puts the question regarding it. 
Hence the above experience is not an instance to prove 
that one and the same object is manifested and yet 
concealed." 


The above contention does not hold good. If the 
specific aspect of the sense is different from the general one, 
then since the general aspect is known, there will be no 
desire to know it. The specific aspect being different from 
it is unknown. Hence one cannot refer to it and put a 
question regarding it. 


If, however, it is held that the specific aspect identical 
with the general one which is known, is also known, then 
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also there can be no desire to know it. Hence it must be 
held that the sense which is manifest is itself concealed. In 
other words ignorance is consistent even with what is 
manifest," 


As regards the conclusion that the bliss-form of the 
self is concealed, the following objection may be raised: 
according to Advaita, happiness or bliss derived from 
material objects could only be the reflection of bliss in the 
mental state which is of the nature of happiness and which 
is caused by the contact of sense-organs with different 
objects. If the bliss-form of the self were held to be con- 
cealed, then there could not be any reflection of it in the 
mental state and consequently the experience of happiness 
by an individual soul due to contact with the objects can- 
not be explained. 


The above objection is answered by saying that the 
mental state in the form of happiness which arises due to 
contact with objects, suppresses as long as it lasts, avidyd 
which conceals the bliss-aspect. The latter free from the 
veil of avidyd is reflected in the mental states. And it is 
experienced by the individual soul. When the mental state 
ceases to exist, avidyd conceals the bliss-aspect.*' 


Thus according to Nrsimhasrama, the sd@ksi-aspect is 
not concealed while the bliss-aspect, although identical 
with it, is concealed during the time of transmigration. At 
the time of liberation, when avidyd is removed by the 
knowledge of Brahman, the bliss manifests in its absolute 
nature. And thus there is difference between the states of 
transmigration and release. 


| The above view of Nrsimhasrama is recorded by 
Appayyadiksita in the Siddhanta-leSa-sangraha without, 
however, identifying the name of the author." 


So far we have set forth the view that seeks to distin- 
guish the state of transmigration from that of liberation by 
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stating that in the former the bliss-form of the self is 
concealed, while in the latter it is fully manifest. 


Advaitavidyacarya, however, advocates the view that 
the bliss-form of the self is manifest in the state of trans- 
migration. And he feels that even then we could distinguish 
the state of transmigration from that of release. We 
shall explain his position now. 


We have earlier said that Brahman-bliss attains to the 
state of séksydnanda identical with sdksicaitanya because of 
its association with avidyd and mind. The sdksydnanda or 
the bliss-form of the self when reflected in the mental states 
which arise due to the contact of mind with material 
objects is visaydnanda. In the state of transmigration, there 
is the manifestation of séksyananda in the deep sleep state 
and the visaydnanda in the states of waking and dream. It 
is surpassable because of the differences in the mental 
states — the revealing media. The state of release is charac- 
terized by the manifestation of Brahman-bliss. Thus the 
two states differ vastly. 


To affirm this contention, the Advaitins have cited as 
example the sun’s light and different degrees of its mani- 
festation on the basis of difference in the limiting conditions 
such as the palm of the hand, mirror, etc. 


The pirvapaksin has contended that the alleged exam- 
ples are only cases of intensification and not of delimitation 
and 50 they do not serve to illustrate the different degress 
of manifestation of the s@ksydnanda which are due to 
differences in the limiting conditions. In other words ac- 
cording to the pirvapaksin Advaitins cannot provide an 
appropriate example to illustrate the different degrees of 
manifestation of one and the same bliss in the state of 
transmigration. 

Advaitavidyacarya provides a suitable example to 
illustrate the surpassable nature of the saksydnanda which 


has attained-to the state of vigaydnanda. And it is this: a 
pre-eminently white object gets reflected in several mirrors 
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associated with different degrees of purity or impurity. 
Consequently in the respective reflected images superiority 
or inferiority of whiteness will be superimposed in different 
degrees due to the different degrees of purity or impurity 
of the revealing media.“ 


In the same way, Brahman-bliss which is transcendent 
attains to the state of séksyananda identical with séksicat- 
tanya by its association with avidyd and mind. The latter 
gets itself reflected in the mental states and the reflected 
images are known as visaydnanda. The mental states which 
are the revealing media of the saksydinanda are associated 
with different degrees of purity consisting in the superiority 
of the sattvaguna of the mind. This is caused by the contact 
of mind with different pleasant objects owing to one’s past 
merits. The different kinds of superiority are superimposed 
upon the reflected images, namely, the visaydnanda. 


Owing to one’s past demerits, the mind comes into 
contact with different kinds of unpleasant objects. And 
the mental states are associated with different degrees of 
impurity consisting of the constituent of the tamoguna of 
the mind. And the different degrees of impurity are super- 
imposed upon the reflected images of saéksydnanda. Thus 
the reflected images of séksyananda in different mental states 
are surpassable as different degrees of superiority or in- 
feriority are superimposed upon them. There is, therefore, 
no satisfaction in bliss which is manifest in the state of 
transmigration.‘ On the rise of the knowledge of Brahman, 
avidya is removed and all superimposition of superiority and 
inferiority ceases and the superimposed surpassability is 
lost. The nature of being a witness (saksitva) too is lost and 


there is the manifestation of unsurpassable bliss in the state 
of liberation.“ 


The view held by Advaitavidyacarya has the following 
merits: 


Since sadksyananda is admitted to be manifest in the 
state of transmigration, the sa@ksicattanya identical with it 
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also is held to be manifest. Hence the manifestation of 
avidyd, ahatnpadartha, etc., by the saksicaitanya could be 
satisfactorily explained. The distinction between the states 
of transmigration and release is explained by admitting that 
the Brahman-bliss which is manifest in the state of transmi- 
gration in the form of sdksydnanda is surpassable, while it is 
manifest in its unsurpassable nature in the state of release. 


According to Nrsimhasrama’s view, the siksydnanda 
is concealed by avidyd in the state of transmigration. But 
he has to admit that the sdksicaitanya, which although is 
identical with the sékgydnanda, is manifest in order to explain 
the manifestation of avidyd, ahampaddrtha, etc. Thus 
Nrsimhasrama has to hold that there is concealment in 
regard to what is manifest. 


Further it isa matter of universal experience that there 
is love toward happiness or bliss that is manifested. There 
is unbounded love toward one’s self and hence the latter 
must be of the form of bliss that is always manifest. This 
could be satisfactorily explained by Advaitavidyacarya as 
he holds that the bliss-form of the self is not at all concealed 
in the state of transmigration.’ Nrsimhasrama who holds 
that the bliss-form of the self is concealed in the state of 
transmigration has to admit that the bliss-form of the self, 
although concealed, is the cause of unbounded love toward 
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THE NATURE OF JIVA AS A REFLECTED IMAGE 


We have seen earlier' that the Advaitic writers of the 
post-Sabkara period explain the nature of the individual 
soul either as a reflection [pratibirnba] of Brahman or as a 
delimitation [avaccheda] of it. Consequently they ranked 
themselves as pratibitnbavddin-s or avacchedavadin-s. The 
pratibimbavdda is attributed to Prakasatman —the author of 
the Vivarana, while the avacchedavdda, to Vacaspatimisra — 
the author of the Bhdmati. We have also referred to yet 
another view on the nature of the individual soul known as 
abhasavada. It is advocated by Vidyaranya and Advaita- 
vidyacarya. This view we shall discuss in detail now. 


The abhasavada is the same as the pratibimbavāda as 
according to it too, the individual soul is a reflected image 
of Brahman. But it differs from the pratibimbavada in 
regard to the nature of the reflected image. According to 
the pratibimbavadda, the reflected face in a mirror, for 
example, is not different from the original face. It is the 
original face itself that appears as the reflected image with 
certain traits such as facing oneself, being located inside 
the mirror, etc., superimposed thereon owing to the defect, 
namely, nearness to the mirror.’ The abhdsavadin interprets 


the reflected image as different from but similar to the: 


original. He admits that there is an indeterminable crea- 
tion of the reflected face in the mirror. 


The a@bhdsavaddin argues that the reflected image must 


be admitted to be totally distinct from the original and also 
indeterminable on the following grounds: 
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| the reflected face is present inside the mirror, 
while the original is on one’s neck; this is not 


possible if the two are identical; 


[ii] the reflected face is facing the original; 
and, this is possible only when the two are diffe- 
rent; and, 


[iii] the reflected face is clearly noticed to be different 
from the original. 


Jt follows that the reflected face can never be identical 
with the original; it is different from it and is totally inde- 
terminable.® 


Appayyadiksita in the Stddhdnta-leSa-sangraha records 
the view of the followers of the Vivarana school. And that 
view could easily be identified as that of Nrsimhasrama 
who in his work Advaitadipika argues that the reflected face 
is the same as the original one on the following grounds: 


[1] The three experiences suggested by the @bhdsa- 
vddin would hold good even if the original and the reflected 
image are held to be identical. It is thus: in the face on 
one’s neck, owing to the defect of nearness to the mirror, 
the three factors, namely, presence inside the mirror, facing 
the original and difference between the original and the 
reflected image are superimposed. Hence the reflected 
image is the same as the original with the above three factors 
that constitute what is known as the state of reflection 
[pratibimbatva] superimposed thereon. It is this state of 
reflection alone that is indeterminable. The reflected image 
being the same as the original is real. It is simpler to 
assume the superimposition of the above factors upon the 
already existing entity, namely, the original than to assume 
the superimposition of an altogether new entity, namely, 


the reflected image.’ 


[2] The sublating cognition of the form ‘The face is 
not in the mirror’ too confirms the view that the reflected 
23 
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face is the same as the original. The above cognition 
involves reference to the negation of only the relation of 
the face to the mirror and not of the face itself. If the 
reflected image were different from the original and there- 
fore indeterminable, then the sublating cognition would be 
of the form ‘This is not the face’ involving reference to the 
negation of the face itself.’ 


[3] The recognition of the form ‘My face appears in 
the mirror’ points to the identity of one’s face with the 
reflected image. 


[4] It might be contended by the abhdsavddin that 
the reflected face cannot be viewed as the original itself 
because in the original face certain parts like eye-balls, 
forehead, etc., are not distinctly perceived, while they are 
clearly discernible in the reflected face. An entity wherein 
all parts are distinctly perceived can never be identical with 
one wherein certain parts are not perceived. 


Nrsimhasrama states that it follows from the above 
that the original face cannot serve as the substratum of the 
superimposition of the state of reflection (pratibimbatva) as 
certain parts of it are not perceived. 


This contention, however, is wrong. One can maintain 
in the following manner that in the original face itself all 
parts are comprehended. When the sense of sight func- 
tions, visual rays proceed from the eyes, reach the place of 
the mirror and are obstructed by it. They then turn back 
to the original face and comprehend all its parts fully. It 
is in the original face thus comprehended fully, there is the 
superimposition of the state of reflection [pratibimbatva]. 


[5] The above rule must be admitted by the abhasa- 
vadin too. The latter admits an indeterminable creation of 
face in the mirror similar to one’s face. In order that this 
may be possible, one must have the visual experience of 
one’s face. And the latter would be possible only when it is 
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admitted that the visual rays are turned back by the mirror 
and comprehend the original face fully.’ 


The abhdsavddin might say that the visual experience 
of the original is not admitted to be the cause of the in- 
determinable creation of the reflected face inside the mirror. 
Hence the above rule need not be admitted.’ 


Nrsimhasrama states that in that case there would 
arise the contingence of the visual delusion of reflection in 
the case of a gross object hidden by walls, of atoms and of 
ain” 


The a@bhdsavddin might say that the visual delusion of 
reflection is only of what is not hidden, of what is gross and 
is of perceptible form and not of anything else." 


Nrsimhasrama argues that grossness as well as the per- 
ceptible form present in a substance are well-known to be 
the causes of the visual cognition of that substance. In the 
same way, a wall is well-known to prevent the rise of the 
visual cognition of an external object by intercepting sense- 
contact with it. These well-known functions of grossness 
and the perceptible form of a substance and also of the 
interposition of a wall can be strictly maintained only if 
we subscribe to the pratibimbavdda. If one subscribes to the 
ābhāsavāda, then one has to admit that the above factors 
have altogether different functions from the well-known 


ones. 


It is thus: according to the pratibtmbavdda, since the 
reflected face is the same as the original one, the visual 
cognition of the original itself is the visual cognition of the 
reflection too. Hence grossness and the perceptible form 
have the function of giving rise to the perceptual cognition 
of the original face — the function which is well-known in 


ordinary experience.” 


According to the abhdsavéda, the visual cognition of 
the original face is not admitted to be the cause of the 
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indeterminable creation ofthe reflection of face in the- 


mirror. Hence there arises the contingency of the visual 
delusion of reflection in the case of atoms and of air. To 
overcome this difficulty, it must be held that grossness and 
the perceptible form which are present in the original and 
which are well-known to be the causes of the perceptual 
cognition of the original in ordinary experience are to be 
admitted as causes of the indeterminable creation of the 
reflected face. Thus in order that there may be the visual 
delusion of reflection of a particular object, what is neces- 
sary according to the dbhdsavdda is that that object must 
have grossness and perceptible form. When viewed in this 
light, there can be no visual delusion of reflection of atoms 
and of air because atoms do not have grossness and air 
does not have a perceptible form. Thus according to the 
abhasavada, the functions of grossness and the perceptible 
form of a substance are different from the well-known ones." 


In the same way, according to the pratibisnbavada, 
since the reflected face is the same as the original, it is held 
that the visual rays are turned back by the reflecting medium 
and comprehend the original. Thus the contact of sense of 
of sight with the original is the cause of the appearance of 
the latter as a reflected image. If the original is hidden by 
a wall, then sense-contact which is the cause is intercepted. 
As a result of this there is not the appearance of the original 
as a reflected image. Thus according to the pratibirnbavdda, 
the role of an intervening medium like a wall lies only in 
intercepting the sense-contact — the role which is well- 
known in ordinary experience." 


But, according to the abhdsavdda, since the direct per- 
ception of the original face is not necessary for the rise of 
the reflected image, sense-contact with the original is not 
needed. Hence there results the contingency of the rise of 
the visual delusion of reflection of a face that is hidden by 
a wall. To overcome this difficulty, it must be held that 
absence of obstruction is the cause of the visual delusion or 
superimposition of reflection of a face. In the case ofa face 
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hidden by a wall, absence of obstruction which is the direct 
cause of superimposition is not present and hence there is 
no superimposition of a face similar to it in the mirror. 
Here too one has to admit that an interposition like a wall 
has the function of preventing the rise of the visual delusion 
of the reflection of face in the mirror — the function which 
is different from the well-known one.'* 


Moreover, if obstruction is admitted as preventing the 
rise of the visual delusion of reflection, then it amounts to 
saying that absence of obstruction is the cause of perceptual 
knowledge. If this were the case, then sense-contact which 
is well-known to be the cause of perceptual knowledge 
would fail to have causal efficiency in respect of perceptual 
knowledge in general.'' Hence in order to avoid the assump- 
tion of new functions for grossness, perceptible form and an 
intervening medium one has to assume the process of per- 
ception of the original as advocated by the Vivarana 


school." 


[6] According to the 662५७४०७८८, there is an indeter- 
minable creation of a face in the mirror similar to one’s face. 
In order that an indeterminable creation of an object known 
as superimposition may take place, three factors are neces- 
sary; and, they. are: the perceptual knowledge of the sub- 
stratum, defect and latent impression. For example, in 
order that there may. be an indeterminable creation of silver 
upon a shell, one must have the direct knowledge of the 
substratum as ‘this’, defect in the sense of sight and latent 
impression of silver that would be caused only by the prior 
experience of silver. When viewed in this light, in order 
that there may be the superimposition of a face in the mirror 
similar to one’s face, latent impression caused by the prior 
face is absolutely necessary. And =i 
experience of one’s face can be had only when the visual 
rays from the eyes, when turned back by the mirror, com- 
prehend the original face. It comes to this that the @bh@- 
savddin has to admit the theory of the Vivarana school that the 


experience of one’s 
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rays from the eyes are turned back by the reflecting medium 
and comprehend the face fully. 


It might be said that latent impression is intelligible 
even with the prior experience of one’s face as conditioned 
by nose and other visible parts. But with this much there 
could be the superimposition of the reflection of nose and 
other visible parts only and not of the eye-balls, forehead, 
etc., which, however, are perceived in the reflected face." 


Moreover, in the water of a tank there is the reflection 
of an unseen person who is seated on the top of a tree by 
the side of the tank. According to the a@bhdsavdda, the reflec- 
tion is an indeterminable creation which would require 
latent impression; and the latter would be caused by the 
direct knowledge of the person. Since the person is un- 
known hitherto, no latent impression is possible and hence 
no superimposition too. Thus the dbhdsavddin has to admit 
that the rays from the eyes are turned back by the reflect- 
ing medium, namely, water and apprehend the person 
fully, resulting in the latent impression and subsequently in 
the superimposition of the reflection. It follows from the 
above that even the G@bhdsavddin has to subscribe to the 
theory of the Vivarana school in regard to the comprehen- 
sion of the original. Hence it is easier to assume that in the 
original face itself comprehended through the above process, 
there is the superimposition of the state of reflection, than 


to assume the creation of a new entity, namely, the reflected 
face. 


The above view of the Vivarana school may be summed 
up as follows: the reflected face is the same as the original 
one with certain characteristics such as presence inside the 
mirror, etc., superimposed thereon, owing to the defect, 
namely, nearness to the mirror. When the mirror is re- 
moved, the characteristics presented upon the original face 
are removed and the original face would remain then not as 
the original but as mere face only. In the same way, the 
individual soul — the reflected image of Brahman in avidya 
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and mind.is Brahman itself with the characteristics such as 
agency, ctc., superimposed thereon, owing to the defect, 
namely, avidyd. When the latter is removed by the direct 
knowledge of Brahman, the characteristics of agency, etc., 


presented upon Brahman will be removed and what would - 


exist then is the non-dual Brahman — the partless ultimate. 


The view of the Vivarana school set forth in the fore- 
going paragraphs is rejected by Advaitavidyacarya — an 
abhdsavadin. His arguments are recorded in the Siddhdnta- 
[e§a-sahgraha by Appayyadiksita. And, Acyutakrsnananda 
in his commentary on the Siddhdnta-leSa-sangraha critically 
reviews the arguments of Advaitavidyacarya. We shall deal 
with this now. 


[1] The Vivarana school maintains that it is easier to 
assume the superimposition of the state of reflection upon 
the original than to assume the creation of a new entity, 


namely, the reflected face. 


Advaitavidyacarya argues that the assumption of an 
indeterminable creation of a new entity, namely, silver 
upon the this-element of shell in front is admitted on the 
basis of the perceptual cognition of silver which would 
otherwise be inexplicable. In the same way, an indetermin- 
able creation of a reflected face in the mirror is justified on 
the basis of the experience of the bystanders that the reflec- 
tion in the mirror is different from but similar to Caitra’s 
The reflected face is different from the 


face, for example. 
acer RO AID ll-silver which is different 


original and is illusory like she 
f ® = 21 
rom the silver in one’s own hand. 


The above contention of Advaitavidyacarya is wrong. 
ence of the difference between the reflected 
image and the original does not refer to the actual difference 
between thetwo, but only to the difference which is super- 
imposed upon the original itself owing to a defect of the 
nearness to the mirror. Hence to account lor the experience 
of the difference between the reflected face and the original, 


The experi 
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an indeterminable creation of the reflected face need not be 
admitted. 


In the case of the shell-silver, however, we have to 
admit an indeterminable creation of silver. It is because 
silver is perceptually cognized in the this-element of shell in 
front of us. And perceptual cognition of an object neces- 
sarily involves the existence of that object. Since real silver 
could not be present there we have to admit that there is an 
indeterminable creation of it. 


[2] The Vivarana school has contended that the view 
that the reflected face is the same as the original is con- 
firmed by the cognition of non-difference between the two; 
and the cognition is of the form ‘My face appears in the 
mirror’. 


Advaitavidyacarya argues that the above cognition of 
non-difference is not valid as it is contradicted by the cog- 
nition of difference, duality, etc., between the two — the 
reflected face and the original.” 


It might be said that if the above cognition of non- 
difference is not valid, then the empirical usage ‘My face is in 
the mirror’, which involves reference to the non-difference 
between the reflected face and the original would also be not 
valid. 


Advaitavidyacarya states that just as the usage of one’s 
own face in respect of one’s shadow face (chaéyaémukha) on 
the basis of similarity between the two is a figurative one, in 
the same way, the usage ‘My face is in the mirror’ is a 
figurative one. The reflected face and the original are 
different; yet, on account of similarity between the two, 
there is the usage, by courtesy, that the one is identical 
with the other.” 


The Vivarana school might argue that since the cogni- 
tion of difference between the reflected face and the origi- 
nal is contradicted by the cognition of non-difference 
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between the two, the empirical usage involving difference 
may be considered as figurative. 


Advaitavidyacarya replies that in the case of the 
unsophisticated, delusion of another person in the reflection 
leads up to practical activity in the form of desire to avoid 
it or to possess it. This activity towards the reflected image 
would hold good only when the latter is different from the 
original. 


The Vivarana school would say that that the cognition 
of non-difference between the original and the reflected 
image too leads to practical activity is evident from this 
that even wise men seek the mirror to know the special fea- 
tures of their face, If there is actual difference between 
the original and the reflected image, then wise men will have 
the ascertainment of this fact and as a result they will not 
seek the mirror to know the special features of their face. 
The above activity of the wise ones suggest that the reflected 


face is nothing but the original. 


Advaitavidyacarya replies that the reflected image 
although different from the original has yet a form similar 
to that of the original. The wise ones know this fact and 
hence they seek the mirror to know the special features of 
their face. Thus recourse to mirror by the wise ones cannot 
be considered as the ground for taking the reflected face as 
non-different from the original. On the other hand, the 
two must be considered as different from each other on the 
basis of the particular activity on the part of the unsophi- 
sticated in the form of desire to avoid or to possess the 


reflected image.’ 


Acyutakrsnananda argues that the contention of 
Advaitavidyacarya is wrong. The practical activity in the 
form of desire to avoid or to possess the reflected image d 
the part of the unsophisticated is based upon the false 
cognition of the presence of the original in the mirror — 
the false cognition caused by the defect of nearness to the 


24 
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mirror. Thus practical activity is intelligible even if we 
hold that the reflected face is the same as the original one 
with the property of the presence inside the mirror super- 
imposed upon the original owing to the defect of nearness 
to the mirror.*° 


[3] The Vivarana school has said that the sublating . 


cognition of the form ‘My face is not in the mirror’ refers 
only to the negation of the relation of the face to the mirror 
and not to the face itself. This shows that the reflected face 
is the same as the original and is real. It is only the rela- 
tion of the face to the mirror that is indeterminable. And 
it is this factor that is negated by the above sublating 
cognition. Ifthe reflected face were different from the 
original, then the sublating cognition would be of the form 


‘There is no face in the mirror’ which, however, is not the 
case. 


Advaitavidyacarya rejects the above contention by 
stating that if the sublating cognition of the form ‘The face 
is not in the mirror’ were taken as referring to the negation 
of the mere relation of face to the mirror and not to the 
face itself, then the sublating cognition of the form ‘This is 
not silver’ too must be taken as referring to the negation 
ofthe mere relation of silver to the this-element and not to 
silver itself. In that case, the absence of silver cannot be 
maintained in the substratum, namely, the this-element 
wherein silver appeared. The result of this argument is that 
silver cannot be considered as anirvacaniya. It may be added 
here that that object alone whose absence is noticed in the 
substratum wherein it appeared is anirvacaniya. Hence to 
account for the indeterminable nature (anirvacaniyata) of 
silver, it must be held that the sublating cognition ‘This is 
not silver’ refers to the negation of silver itself. In the same 
way, the sublating cognition ‘The face is not in the mirror’ 
too must be taken as referring to the negation of face itself 
in the mirror. The face which is thus an object of negation 
is illusory and it is different from the Original which is more 
real than it.” 
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Acyutakrgnananda argues that even when it is held 
that it is only the relation of silver to the this-element that 
is negated, then also one must admit the indeterminable 
creation of silver in the this-element to account for its 
perceptual cognition therein. Perceptual cognition of an 
object necessarily requires the existence of the object. Here 
in the this-element, real silver could not be present and so 
an indeterminable silver must be admitted. In the case of 
the reflected face, the original face is present and it is easier 
to assume an indeterminable creation of the relation of the 
original face to the mirror than to assume an indetermin- 
able creation of face itself in the mirror. Hence the sublat- 
ing cognition ‘My face is not in the mirror’ refers only to 
the negation of the relation of the original face to the mirror 
and not to the negation of face itself. This suggests that 
the reflected face as it is not negated is the same as the 
original with the characteristic of being present inside the 
mirror superimposed upon the latter.” 


Prakasatman in his Vivarana seems to anticipate the 
objection raised by Advaitavidyacarya and makes a distinc- 
tion between two kinds of cognitions, namely, ‘This is not 
silver’ and ‘Here is not silver’. The negation of the existence 
of silver is the content of the former cognition, while the 
negation of the relation of silver to the this-element of shell 
is the content of the latter one. The cognition of the form 
‘The face is not in the mirror’ is similar to the cognition 
‘Here is not silver’. And so it refers only to the negation 
of the relation of face to the mirror. If the reflected face 
were an indeterminable creation, then the sublating cogni- 
tion would be of the form ‘This is not the face’ which is 
similar to the one of the form ‘This is not silver’. We do 
not have any such sublating cognition and this suggests that 
the reflected face is not an indeterminable creation,” 


[4] The Vivarana school has said that the rays which 
proceed from the eyes of the observer are as by the 
reflecting medium, namely, mirror, go back to the ace on 
one’s shoulders and comprehend every part of it. It ison 
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the face on one’s shoulders that is comprehended thus there 
is the superimposition of the state of reflection consisting of 
the properties of presence inside the mirror, facing oneself 
and difference as original and the reflected image. 


Advaitavidyacarya argues that the assumption of the 


above theory leads to much that is in conflict with experi- 
ence. 


[i] How could the visual rays which are obstructed 
by the multitude of the solar rays when one attempts to 
look at the sun directly, and which are exceedingly delicate 
as they are obstructed even by conjunction with water, 
reach, when turned back by the slicet of water, the solar 
orb situated in the midst of the multitude of solar rays by 
overpowering the latter and cause the superimposition of 
the state of reflection in the sun? Hence the theory formu- 
lated by the Vivarana school should not be favoured. 


Acyutakrsnananda rejects the contention of Advaita- 
vidyacarya thus: just as the rays of the sun which do not 
have the power to burn the grass acquire that capacity when 
obstructed by a lens, in the same way, the visual rays which 
are normally overpowered by the solar rays acquire the 
power to overcome the latter when checked and turned 


back by a reflecting medium. The theory of the Vivarana 
school, therefore, is sound. 


[i] Advaitavidyacarya further argues that if it is said 
that the visual rays are obstructed by conjunction even 
with water or mirror, then they must definitely be obstruct- 
ed by rock, etc. So when one looks at a rock, as at a mirror 
or water, the visual rays obstructed by it must go back to 
the original face and thus cause the cognition of the reflec- 
tion of face. This, however, is not the case. Hence the 
theory of the Vivarana school in regard to perception of the 
original by the visual rays is not correct.*? 


Acyutakrsnananda states that the above criticism does 
not hold good. It is only in a mirror or in water and not 
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in a rock there is the reflection of one’s face. On the 
strength of this experience, it is admitted by the Vivarana 
school that only those objects which are luminous by them- 
selves or which are associated with luminous entities and 
which are thereby capable of causing the cognition of 
reflection that are held to obstruct the visual rays, turn 
them back and make them apprehend the original thus 
leading to the cognition of reflection. A rock is nota 
luminous entity and so when one looks at it there does not 
arise the cognition of the reflection of face.’ 


[iii] Yet another ground on the basis of which 
Advaitavidyacarya rejects the Vivarana view regarding the 
function of the visual rays is as follows: when one looks 
straight at a mirror, there is not only the reflection of one’s 
face but also the face of another person who stands by 
one’s side. In order to have the reflection of a person 
standing by one’s side in the mirror, one need not turn 
one’s eyes sideways. The visual rays obstructed by the 
mirror come back, comprehend the face of another person 
too and cause the reflection of his face. In the same way, 
the visual rays that are turned back must comprehend 
what is concealed behind one’s back and cause the reflec- 
tion of that entity too. Since it is not so, the theory of the 
Vivarana school in regard to the visual rays is not sound.** 


Acyutakrsnananda rejects the above contention by 
stating that the reflection of another person standing by the 
side of one who looks at a mirror is possible because there 
is no obstruction to the contact of visual rays that are tur- 
ned back with another person. But in the case of what is 
concealed behind one’s back, the contact of visual rays 
that are turned back is obstructed by the parts of one’s 
body. Hence there is no possibility of the reflection of 


what is concealed behind one’s back. 


[iv] The acceptance of the rule that the visual rays 
turned back by the reflecting medium comprehend the 
original leads to the unwelcome position of the reflection 
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of a colourless entity like air. It is thus: in an impure 
mirror, a fair face is reflected as dark in colour. The fair 
colour though present in the original is of no use in the 
cognition by the visual rays that are turned back. The 
latter comprehend the original as qualified by the super- 
imposed colour, namely, darkness in the revealing medium. 
In the same way, the visual rays that are reflected back by 
the impure mirror may comprehend a colourless entity like 
air as qualified by the superimposed colour, namely, dark- 
ness present in the revealing medium and thus cause the 
reflection of air.** Hence the theory regarding the function 
of the visual rays as admitted by the Vivarana school is 
wrong. 


Acyutakrsnananda rejects the above objection thus: 
in regard to the visual perception of a substance, it is the 
manifested colour that is present in the substance that is 
the cause. The substance like air which is devoid of 
colour can never be perceptually cognized and as such there 
is no possibility of its being the content of a delusion of 
reflection. In the case of the comprehension of the original 
face which is fair in colour by the visual rays that are 
turned back, the fair colour is not comprehended on 
account of the defect of impurity associated with the visual 
rays. This is similar to the cognition of a conch as yellow 
in colour. Prior to the superimposition of yellow colour 
upon the conch, the latter must be comprehended. Itis 
associated with white colour, but the white colour is not 
comprehended, as the sense of sight is defective. This 
will be explained in detail in the section on Kavitarkika 
Nrsimhabhattopadhyaya in the present thesis. Here air 
does not possess any colour and as such there is no question 
of its being reflected.** Hence the criticism that the theory 
regarding the function of visual rays is wrong as it leads to 
the unwelcome position of causing the delusion of reflection 
of air is unsound. 


[5] It has been suggested by the followers of the 
Vivarana school that for an indeterminable creation of a 
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face similar to one’s face, latent impression of one’s face is 
an essential factor. Latent impression is derived from prior 
experience. And prior experience of one’s face can be had 
only when the latter is comprehended by the visual rays 
that are turned back by the mirror. So even the @bhdsa- 
vddin has to admit the theory of the function of the visual 
rays as suggested by the Vivarana school. 


Advaitavidyacarya says that superimposition of an 
object does not require the latent impression of the very 
object that is superimposed. Latent impression arising 
from visual experience of other person’s forehead, etc., 
combined with the tactual perception of one’s forehead, 
etc., may very well serve as the cause of superimposition." 
Hence the &bhdsavadin need not admit the theory regarding 
the function of visual rays as advocated by the Vivarana 


school. 


It might be objected that if the latent impression of a 
face in general is the cause of the superimposition or an 
indeterminable creation of a face in the mirror, then when 
Caitra’s face is in proximity to the mirror, there would 
arise an indeterminable creation of any face and not of 


Caitra’s face.*’ 


Advaitavidyacarya, however, argues that the proxi- 
mity of the original face is responsible for giving rise to an 


indeterminable creation of the specific form of the face in 


the mirror.*° 


It will be remembered that the @bhdsavddin does not 
admit the visual experience of the original as the cause of 
the indeterminable creation of a face in the mirror. It is 
because he has to admit then the theory of the Vivarana 
school regarding the function of the visual rays. He, how- 
ever, has to admit the proximity of the original in order to 
explain the superimposition of the specific form of the face. 


It may be added here that if mere proximity to a 


reflecting medium were the criterion of the visual delusion 
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of the specific form of an object, then there could be the 
visual delusion of atoms and of air too because these will] 
always be in proximity to a reflecting medium. 


The dbhdsavddin has said that the visual delusion of 
reflection is only of what is gross and of perceptible form, 
Atoms do not have grossness and air does not have a per- 
ceptible form. Hence there is no possibility of the visual 
delusion of reflection in the case of these two. 


But the Vivarana school has said that grossness and 
perceptible form of an object are well-known in ordinary 
experience as giving rise to the perceptual cognition of that 
object. But the abhdsavddin has to assume that they are 
responsible for giving rise to the visual delusion of reflection. 
This assumption is totally unnecessary. 


[6] Advaitavidyacarya argues that the reflected face 
cannot be considered to be the same as the original on the 
following ground: when one looks at the moon straight there 
is the manifestation of coolness in one’s eyes. But it is not 
so when one looks at the reflection of the moon in a sheet 
of water. According to the pratibimbavada, the reflection 
being the same as the original, there must be the manifes- 
tation of coolness in one’s eyes when one looks at the 
reflection of the moon too. Since it is not so,the view that 
the reflection is the same as the original is not sound.“ 


Acyutakrsnananda rejects the above the contention 
by stating that the manifestation of coolness in eyes is not 
due to contact with the moon as such but is due to the 
uninterrupted contact with the cool rays of the moon. 
While looking at the reflection of the moon, one’s eyes are 
not in contact with the cool rays because of the impediment 
caused by the revealing medium and hence there is not the 
manifestation of coolness to the eyes. Hence the theory 


that the reflected face is the same as the original is sound. 


From the above it follows that the V: 


ivarana view that 
the pratibimba or the reflected image is the same as the 
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bimba or the original with some characteristics superimposed 
upon it is sound. The criticisms levelled against this view 
by Advaitavidyacarya who holds that the reflected image 
is different from the original have been simply recorded by 
Appayyadiksita. But they have been answered by Acyu- 
takrgnananda. The latter has thus defended the Vivarana 
view. 


The chief difference between the Vivarana view and 
the view of Advaitavidyacarya is as follows: 


[i] according to the Vivarana school, in the reflection 
it is only the state of being a reflected image [ pratibimbatva] 
that is indeterminable while the object in which that state 
is superimposed is real by being identical with the original. 
This view is referred to as pratibimbavdda; and, 


[ii] according to Advaitavidyacarya, a reflected image 
as such is indeterminable. No part of it istrue. This view 
is known as @bhdsavdda. 


It may be added here that the view known as @bhdsa- 
vada is originally held by Vidyaranya and it is elaborated 
by Advaitavidyacarya. Appayyadiksita identifies Advaita- 
vidyacarya as a follower of Vidyaranya.® 


The Vivarana school would argue that the abhdsavdda 
would present a serious difficulty on the view that the indi- 
vidual soul is a reflected image of Brahman; for then the 
individual soul too would be illusory and there would be 


none to be released.** 


In order to get over the above difficulty, Vidyaranya 
in his Paficadasi admits another ,variety of consciousness 
‘called the immutable or the kitastha over and above the 
individual soul which is a reflected image of Brahman and 


is, therefore, illusory. 
In the Citradipaprakarana of the Pajicadasi,** Vidya- 


anya gives up the usual three-fold classification of reality 
as Brahman, God and the individual soul and adopts a 


25 
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four-fold classification of it as kitastha, Brahman, God and 
the individual soul. This view he explains as follows: 


The ultimate reality is the substratum of the gross and 
the subtle body. It is conditioned by the latter two. This 
conditioned reality is termed kitastha.“’ 


The kitastha gets reflected in mind which is the most 
important constituent of the subtle body. The reflected 


image is the individual soul who is subject to transmigra- 
tion.“ 


The reality that transcends the subtle and the gross 
body is known as Brahman. Māyā is presentin Brahman 
and the latter is reflected in it. And the reflected image of 
reality is known as (00.१ 


Thus Vidyaranya maintains the view that God and the 
individual soul are reflected images of Brahman and kitas- 
tha in māyã and mind respectively. He further holds that 
the individual soul being a reflected image is superimposed 
upon the kiitastha, just as silver is superimposed upon shell.” 
And the individual soul is the content of the cognition ‘I’.”” 


This view, according to Vidyaranya, is based upon the 
two texts of the Brhadaranyakopanisad which are as follows: 


(i) prajtidnaghana eva etebhyah bhutebhyah 
samutthaya tdanyevdnuvina$yatt,' and, 


(ii) ८०४१७४ vā are’yam atma.** 


The first text means: the self which is pure consciousness 
undergoes origination and destruction following the origi- 
nation and destruction of the elements that have undergone 
modification into the form of body-mind complex. 


In this text, origination and destruction are predicated 
of with reference to the self and these two are different 
from the origination and destruction that pertain to the 
body-mind complex. This interpretation must be given on 
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the basis of the use of the word anu which means ‘following’ 
in the expression anuvinafyati. For the self, however, origi- 
nation and destruction are impossible. This text must, 
therefore, be taken to refer to the individual soul who, by 
being a reflected image, in the body-mind complex is 
subject to origination and destruction. Thus this text is 
the authority on the basis of which Vidyaranya holds the 
individual soul — the reflected image to be an indeter- 
minable creation and is thus subject to origination and 
destruction. 


The second text means that this self is not subject to 
destruction. Vidyāraņya considers that this text is the 
authority for his view that kitastha is real. 


In the work Drg-drSya-viveka which is attributed to 
Vidyaranya, the latter adopts the traditional classification 
of reality into Brahman, God and the individual soul by 
including the kitastha in the jiva-aspect of reality. He 
further maintains that the jīva or the individual soul is 
three-fold as absolutely real, empirically real and apparen- 
tly real." 


Of the three, the absolutely real jiva is the reality that 
is conditioned by the subtle and the gross body. The limit- 
ing adjuncts, namely, the subtle and the gross body are 
indeterminable; and, what is conditioned, namely, the 


reality is real.” 


The empirically real jiva is the reality that is reflected 
in mind which is one of the important constituents of the 
subtle body. It is superimposed on the absolutely real jiva 
whose true nature is concealed by mdyd. It will endure 
till the rise of the knowledge of Brahman.” 


In the state of dream, nidrd — a derivative of avzdya is 
operative. It conceals the empirically real jīva and illuso- 
rily projects mind, body, etc. The reality that is reflected 
in the blend of the latter is the apparently real jiva. Follow- 
ing the destruction of nidra, there is the destruction of its 
effect, namely, the body-mind complex. Consequently there 
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is the removal of the apparently real ११०८." It may be 
added here that the author is silent as regards the nature 
of jiva in the state of deep sleep. 


Of the two Upanisadic texts cited above, the first one, 
in the present case, refers to the empirically real jiva and 
the second one, to the absolutely real jiva. It is the kitastha 
or the absolutely real jiva that is entitled for liberation and 
not the individual soul which is the reflection of kittastha or 
the absolutely real jīva in mind. Vidyaranya thus holds 
that the reflected image is indeterminable, while the condi- 
tioned entity, namely, kittastha or the absolutely real jiva is 
real. In other words, the objection that if the reflection is 
an illusory creation, then the individual soul too, being a 
reflection would be an illusory creation and there would be 
none to be released could be overcome by admitting a 


variety of consciousness known as kūtastha or an absolutely 
real jiva.*' 


Now an objection is raised as regards the conclusion 
arrived at in the above paragraph. If the individual soul 
were illusory and therefore perishable, then it cannot be 
identical with Brahman which is imperishable. In that case, 
how are we to interpret the major texts of the Upanisad-s 
such as ‘I am Brahman’, etc., that speak of the identity of 
the individual soul with Brahman? 


Vidyaranya answers" the objection by stating that the 
text ‘I am Brahman’ must be interpreted like the statement 
‘[what was mistaken for] a post, is a man’. The words 
constituting this statement have similar case-endings and 
thus stand in appositional relation to each other. This 
appositional relation need not be in the sense of identity. 
It could be in the view of sublation too. The logical 
significance of this text, therefore, is: ‘what appeared to be 
a post is only a man’. The false notion of a post is removed 
when the man is known asa man. In the same way, the 
text ‘I am Brahman’ means that what appears to be an 
individual soul is only kitastha and there is really no entity 
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as individual soul. In other words, the import of the text 
‘I am Brahman’ is the absence of the individual soul in 
kittastha which is identical with Brahman. This sense is 
known as bädhā and the appositional relation that exists 


between the two words aham and Brahman is in the view 
of badha. 


If the view that is presented in the Drg-drSya-viveka 
is maintained, then the meaning of the word ‘J’ is the 
empirically real jiva which, being a reflected image, is 
illusory. It cannot be identical with Brahman which is 
real. Hence the word ‘I’ must be taken to convey secon- 
darily the absolutely real jiva. And it must be held that it 
is identical with Brahman — the meaning of the term brah- 
man (in the text aham brahmdsmi). Thus, according to this 
view, in the text aham brahmdasmi, the appositional relation 
that exists between the words aham and brahman is in the 
sense of identity only. And Advaitavidyacarya favours 
this view.” 


According to the pratibimbavada, the individual soul 
which is a reflected image of Brahman is Brahman itself 
with the characteristics of agency superimposed thereon 
owing to avidyd, mind, etc, When the latter are removed 
by the knowledge of Brahman, the characteristics of agency, 
etc., presented upon Brahman will be removed and what 
would remain then is Brahman itself which is liberation. 
The major texts of the Upanisad-s which speak of the iden- 
tity of the individual soul and Brahman would be valid as 
the individual soul which is the reflected image is admitted 
to be the same as Brahman with certain characteristics 
presented there-upon by avidyd, mind, etc. 


This view must be preferred to the other view — the 
ābhāsavāda as according to it one has to admit an aspect of 
reality known as kutastha over and above the individual 
soul and one has to maintain that the import of the major 
texts of the Upanisad-s is not identity of the individual soul 
and Brahman, but only the negation of the individual soul 
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in kittastha. Or, one has to admit an absolutely real ४०८ 
over and above the empirically real jiva and hold that it is 
identical with Brahman. This, however, is not possible. 
It is because the absolutely real jiva being a conditioned 
entity cannot be identical with the unconditioned Brahman. 
All these could be avoided if one subscribes to the prati- 
bisnbavdda according to which the reflected image is the 
same as the original with some characterististics super- 
imposed upon it." 


The two texts of the Brhadaranyakopanisad cited by 
Vidyaranya in favour of his view that the individual soul 
is indeterminable and hence perishable and kitastha is real 
and imperishable would be intelligible even according to 
the pratibifbavdda. Brahman — the pure consciousness 
associated with the state of being a reflection is the indi- 
vidual soul. The adjectival part, namely, the state of being 
a reflection is indeterminable and the substantive part is 
real. When avidyd is removed by the direct knowledge of 
Brahman, the state of reflection caused by it will also be 
removed. It is only the removal of the state of reflection 
that is conveyed by the first text cited above. The sub- 
stantive part which is real is referred to in the second text. 
There is thus no need to assume a kiitastha or an absolutely 
real jiva over and above the empirically real jiva to account 
for the Upanisadic teaching that the self is perishable and 
imperishable." 


It is thus clear that the pratibimbavada holds good. 
The criticisms levelled against it by Advaitavidyacarya — 
a follower of Vidyaranya and an Gbhdsavaddin have been 
proved to be unsound. It has also been shown that some 
unnecessary assumptions have to be made if one were to 
subscribe to the abhdsavada. 


Now the question arises as to why Vidyaranya and 
following him Advaitavidyacarya have propounded the 
ābhāsavāda which, as has been shown above, has inherent 
logical difficulties. Acyutakrgnananda states’ that the 
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dbhasavada is advocated by Vidyaranya in order to favour 
men of average intellect. The latter would get at a clear 
understanding of Brahman — the pure consciousness, only 
when it is said that the individual soul — the transmigra- 
tory being associated with the chatacteristics of being an 
agent, experient, etc., is false and it is not the pure self that 
is Brahman; and the pure self is supra-relational conscious- 
ness — the non-transmigratory being and it is not an agent, 
experient, etc. It will not be possible for them to compre- 
hend the true nature of Brahman if it is said that the 
individual soul — the reflected image of Brahman is Brah- 
man itself with the characteristics of being an agent, an 
experient, etc., falsely attributed to it because of its associa- 
tion with avidyd, mind, etc. It is with this objective in 
view that Vidyaranya has presented the abhdsavdda is clear 
from his reference to the following text of the Varttika of 
Suresvara in his PaficadaSi:”* 


“That mode of interpretation by which there 

would arise the knowledge of the true nature of 

Brahman is validin Advaita. And modes of inter- 

pretation differ considering the fact that the tastes 

of pupils differ”. 

To sum up: $ 

1. The Vivarana school is of the view that the reflect 
ed image, face for example, is the same as the 
original with certain characteristics superimposed 
upon it because of the defect of nearness to the 
mirror. The individual soul too, being a reflected 
image of Brahman, is the same as the latter with 
the characteristics of agency, etc., supcrimposed 
upon it by avidyd, mind, etc. When the latter are 
removed by the knowledge of Brahman, the 
characteristics that are superimposed also will be 
removed and what would remain then is pure 
Brahman which is liberation. The major texts of 
the Upanisad-s such as ahatn brahmasmt which 
speak of the identity of the individual soul with 
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Brahman will be fully significant according to this 
view; 


Following Vidyaranya, Advaitavidyacarya states 
that the reflected image is totally different from 
the original and is indeterminable. The individual 
soul too is a reflected image, and so it is different 
from the original, namely, Brahman and is indeter- 
minable. The major texts of the Upanisad-s convey 
not the identity of the individual soul with Brah- 
man but only the absence of the individual soul 
in Brahman; and, 


Acyutakrsnananda has proved that the view of 
Vidyaranya and his follower — Advaitavidya- 
carya abounds in inherent logical difficulties and 
they have propounded such a view in order to 
favour the aspirants of average intellect. 
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According to Advaita, Brahman itself without under- 
going any change whatsoever appears as the world through 
avidyd. It alone is real and the world is indeterminable 
either as real or as an absoulute nothing. It is illusory. 
The objects of the world are classified as empirically real 
(vydvahdrikasatya) and apparently real (pratibhdsckasatya). 
Those which are annihilated only by the knowledge of 
Brahman are empirically real and the objects of the 
waking state excepting shell-silver, mirage and the like fall 
under this category. Those which are annihilated by the 
knowledge other than the knowledge of Brahman are ap- 
parently real and the objects of the dream state and shell- 
silver, mirage, etc., of the waking state are placed within 
this category. The dream objects are removed not by the 
knowledge of Brahman but by the knowledge of the waking 
state and shell-silver and mirage, by the dfrect knowledge 
of their respective substratum, namely, shell and sandy 


desert. 


Now the following objection is raised: just as the ap- 
parently real silver and the sheet of water of the mirage, 
in view of their indeterminable nature, do not have practical 
efficiency as is appropriate to well-known silver and water, 
in the same way, empirically real objects too, in view of 
their indeterminable nature, cannot have practical effici- 


-ency.' It must be noted here that this objection is based 


upon the contention that whichever is practically efficient 
must be absolutely real. The objects of the world like pot, 
26 
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etc., are practically efficient and hence they must be real. 
Hence the theory that the objects of the world are illusory 
does not hold good. 


Advaitins are of the view that it is true that silver that 
appears in a shell or the water of a mirage do not have 
practical efficiency as is appropriate to well-known silver 
and water respectively. The reason is that they are 
removed in the waking state itself the moment the true 
nature of their respective substratum is known. But the 
water seen in dream does have practical efficiency of the 
nature of bathing, etc., as is appropriate to well-known 
water in the waking state. It is because dream-water is not 
at all destroyed in the state of dream itself. The point that 
is of importance here is that the dream-water, although 
indeterminable, does have practical efficiency of the nature 
of bathing, etc. Hence the rule that whichever is practi- 
cally efficient is real lacks correspondence in the case of 


dream-water which, as we have seen, is practically efficient 
but not absolutely real.’ 


It might be contended that it is not mere practical 
efficiency that is the criterion of reality, but practical 
efficiency which is absolutely real that is so. In the case of 
dream-water, practical efficiency is not real and so it does 
not point to the reality of the dream-water. Hence there is 


no lack of correspondence to the rule that whichever has 
real practical efficiency is real.’ 


The above contention is rejected on the ground that 
even in the waking state practical efficiency of the nature 
of bathing in regard to water is admitted to be only illusory 
and not absolutely real. For if it were so, there will be two 
real entities — one Brahman and another practical efficiency, 
and hence the non-dual nature of Brahman would be 
contradicted. If it were an absolute nothing, then it can 
never be an object of experience. Practical efficiency is 
experienced and on this ground it is not absolute nothing. 


It cannot be real and an absolute nothing at once. Hence 
it is indeterminable.‘ 


- 
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Thus there is no absolutely real practical efficiency 
pertaining to any object whatsoever. And so the invariable 
relation that whichever has real practical efficiency is real 
is not sound. It must, therefore, be said that the invariable 
relation is of the form that whichever has practical effici- 
ency is real. And this invariable relation, as has been 
proved earlier, lacks correspondence in the case of dream- 
water. 


Advaitins hold that an object and practical efficiency 
in regard to it — these two possess the same grade of rea- 
lity. Dream-water is apparently real and in the dream 
state itself if does have practical efficiency of the nature of 
bathing, etc., which too is apparently real. The water in 
the waking state is empirically real and its practical effici- 
ency too is empirically real. Jt comes to this: just as 
dream-water which is apparently real possesses practical 
efficiency which too is apparently real, in the same way, 
objects which are empirically real possess practical effici- 
ency which too is empirically real. This view is based upon 
Sri Sankara’s commentary on the Brahma-sitra wherein it 


is stated: 


“So long as the knowledge of Brahman has not 
arisen, the entire complex of phenomenal existence 
is taken as true even as the phantoms of a dream 
are considered to be true until the sleeper 


awakes”.' 


To sum up: as in dream, practical efficiency is of the same 
grade of reality as that of the object. 


So far we have set forth the view that empirically real 
objects do have practical efficiency which too is empirically 
real on the analogy of dream objects which are apparently 
real and which possess practical efficiency that is appar- 
ently real. 


Advaitavidyacarya, however, argues that practical 
efficiency possessed by the apparently real objects of dream 
is not only apparently real but empirically real too. He 
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makes a distinction between two kinds of practical effici- 
ency in the state of dream — one which is sublated by the 
waking state and another which is not so. The former is 
apparently real and the latter, although related to the 
dream state, is empirically real. He makes his position 
explicit by stating that the damsel and the snake in dream 
respectively give rise to happiness and fear which are not 
at all sublated by the waking state. In the latter no one 
has the experience of the sublation of happiness and fear 
caused by the dream objects inthe form ‘At the time of 
dream, I did not have happiness or fear’. On the contrary 
one has the experience of happiness, fear, etc., along with 
the effects of mental satisfaction, quaking of the body, etc. 
It follows that happiness, etc., which continue in the waking 


state is empirically real and it must be so in the dream 
state too.” 


The above position may be reduced to the form of a 
syllogistic argument which is as follows: 


“Happiness, fear, etc., belonging to dream state 
are empirically real; it is because they are not 
sublated by waking state and because they con- 
tinue to exist in the waking state too’’.'° 


Another ground on the basis of which Advaitavidya- 
carya proves that happiness, fear, etc., that belong to the 
dream state are empirically real is as follows: since desire 
and aversion have for their content happiness and fear 
respectively which are (empirically) real, and since people 
have desire again for the dream whose sphere is the object 
that produces happiness, and aversion to the dream which 
is not of that nature, happiness and fear produced by the 
dream objects must be empirically real." 


To sum up this part of the discussion: just as happi- 
ness, fear, etc., caused by the objects of the waking state 
are empirically real, in the same way, happiness, fear, etc., 
caused by dream objects too are empirically real. Thus 
when even an apparently real object of the dream state 
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could give rise to happiness; fear, etc., which are empiri- 
cally real, it goes without saying that the objects of the 
waking state which are empirically real could very well 
give rise to empirically real effects. In other words, they 
could have practical efficiency." 


The Dualistic school of Vedanta contends that it is not 
the object of dream which is illusory that causes fear, etc., 
in which case it can be said that even an illusory object can 
have practical efficiency. But it is only the knowledge of the 
dream object that causes fear, etc. And knowledge is real. 
So in the state of dream, effects which are empirically real 
are caused not by the illusory object but by knowledge 
which is empirically real. Hence the assertion that in 
dream, effects which are empirically real are noticed to 
arise from illusory objects is not sound." 


Advaitavidyacarya argues that the knowledge of the 
dream objects which produces fear, étc., possesses two 
characteristics, one the characteristic of being knowledge 
[ jfidnatva] and the other, the characteristic of being asso- 
ciated with the objects like snake, etc. If knowledge of the 
dream objects in its aspect of being knowledge [ jfdnatva] 
causes fear, then even the knowledge of pot, as it possesses 
the characteristic of being knowledge, could cause fear.‘ 
This, however, is not the case. If, however, the knowledge 
of the dream objects, in its aspect of being knowledge as 
associated with the objects like snake, ctc., causes fear, then 
such a knowledge is illusory only, as it comprehends illusory 
objects. Knowledge in its essential nature is real; but 
as associated with the illusory objects it is illusory. Hence 
the knowledge of dream objects is not real as the Dualistic 
school maintains. It is illusory by having dream objects 
as its content. Thus even if we admit that it is only know- 
ledge of the dream objects that causes fear, etc., then also 
only an illusory object, namely, knowledge that causes fear. 
It comes to this that in dream effects which are empirically 


real arise from illusory objects only.” 
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It might be contended that the mere immediacy of the 
content of dream produces happiness, fear, etc. And 
immediacy being of the nature of the witness-cognition 
(saksi) is real. Hence it is only from knowledge, that is, the 
witness-cognition which is real, there ensues real effects of 
happiness, fear, etc. It comes to this that it is only a real 
object that has practical efficiency in the dream state and 
not an illusory object as the Advaitin thinks." 


Advaitavidyacarya rejects the above contention by 
stating that it cannot be so in view of the fact that witness- 
cognition is uniform by nature and so the effects of happi- 
ness, fear, etc., that are said to result from such a cognition 
must also be uniform. But it isnot so. Inthe dream state, 
different grades of happiness and of fear are experienced as 
in the waking state. In the latter, happiness that arises by 
the tactual perception of a damsel is greater than the one 
that arises from the visual perception of her. In the same 
way, the fear that arises by the tactual perception of a 
serpent, is greater than the one that arises from the visual 
perception of it. This difference in happiness and fear 
cannot be due to the mere immediacy of the objects. It is 
because the latter being uniform cannot give rise to varying 
degrees of happiness, etc. Hence it must be held that the 
difference in happiness, etc., is due to the immediacy of 
objects that are associated with the mental states arising 
through the functioning of sense of sight, sense of touch, 
etc. This explanation must be extended to the case of 
dream cognition too. The result of this argument is that 
although immediacy of the objects of dream is identical 
with the witness-cognition which is uniform, yet it is only 
the latter whose objects which are associated with the 
mental states arising from the sense of sight, sense of touch, 
etc., that is responsible for the different grades of happiness, 
fear, etc. And the witness-cognition of objects that are 
associated with mental states in dream is indeterminable. 
It is only from such an indeterminable entity and not from 
a real entity there arises practical efficiency that is real.“ 
Advaitavidyacarya concludes that in dream apparently 
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real factors give rise to empirically real effects. This means 
that the former have practical efficiency. When such is the 
case, the objects of the waking state which are empirically 
real can very well have practical efficiency that is empiri- 
cally real. 


So far Advaitavidyacarya’s view that from apparently 
real objects of dream empirically real effects ensue. Some 
of the followers of Advaitavidyacarya confirm the above 
view by stating that in the waking state too practical effi- 
ciency that is empirically real ensues from apparently real 
objects. For example, darkness is assumed by one who 
enters a room where there is light which illumines the ob- 
jects there and whichis seen by other persons present there, 
The darkness assumed by the person is apparently real; 
but it conceals the objects present there in respect of 
that person and is removed when a lamp is brought in. 
Thus the assumed darkness has such practical efficiency 
as is appropriate to well-known darkness. It is, there- 
fore, clear that this view confirms that of Advaitavidya- 
carya that practical efficiency having empirical reality 
is noticed even in the case of objects which have only 
apparent reality.” Such practical efficiency can very well 
be had in respect of objects that have empirical reality. 


The merits of the view of Advaitavidyacarya would 
appear most clearly when it is contrasted with the other 
views which are recorded in the Siddhdnta-leSa-sangraha. 


One view is that what subserves practical efficiency 
such as drinking, etc., is bare existence of water and not the 
reality thereof. Hence an object need not be real in order 


to have practical efficiency.” 


An objection that may be raised in this connection is 
that if bare existence of water has practical efficiency, then 
even the water of the mirage which has bare existence 
would have practical efficiency as is appropriate to well- 


known water.”' 
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This objection is answered by saying that the water of 
the mirage has bare existence no doubt; but it does not 
have practical efficiency as bathing, etc,, because it does 
not possess the class-characteristic — waterness,? 


It may be asked that if the class-characteristic — 
waterness does not exist in the water of the mirage, then 
how is it referred to as ‘water’? 


This question is answered thus: the water of the 
mirage arises from the latent impressions born out of the 
earlier experience of the empirically real water which is 
designated by the word ‘water’, Hence the water of the 
mirage too is designated by the word ‘water’. This is the 
view of Jnanaghanapada- the author of the Tattvasuddhi.”* 


The second view proceeds on the basis of the criticism 
of the earlier view which holds that the water of the mirage 
does not possess the class-characteristic — waterness. Accord- 
ing to this view the class-characteristic— waterness must be 
admitted to be present in the water of the mirage to account 
for the activity toward it on the part of one who needs 
water. But it cannot have practical efficiency asis appro- 
priate to well-known water because it is destroyed when 
its substratum is known specifically.” 


Now the question arises as to why the well-known 
water alone has practical efficiency and not the water of 


the mirage, although both possess the characteristic of 
water-ness (jalatva). 


It is answered that that object which is generated only 
by avidyd would have practical efficiency. When viewed 
in this light, the water of the mirage cannot have practical 
efficiency because it is not generated only by avidya but also 
by some other defect like the defect in the sense-organ. 
The well-known water is generated by avidya only and so 
it is practically efficient.’ 


There are certain difficulties in regard to the above two 
views. According to the first view, the water of the mirage 
does not have practical efficiency as it is devoid of the 
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class-characteristic — waterness. In this connection it may 
be said that dream-water too cannot have the class-charac- 
teristic of waterness as it is similar to the water of the 
mirage. But, as has been said earlier, the dream-water has 
practical efficiency that is not only apparently real but 
empirically real too. Hence the assertion that an object in 
order that it may have practical efficiency must possess the 
class-characteristic lacks correspondence in the case of 
dream-water and so it is unsound. 


According to the second view, the class-characteristic — 
waterness is present in the water of the mirage. But the 
latter does not have practical efficiency because it is caused 
by some defect other than avzdyd. This view is wrong on 
the ground that dream-water too is caused by a defect, 
namely, sleep which is other than avidyd. As such it should 
not have practical efficiency. But, as has been shown already, 
it does have practical efficiency. So the explanation offered 
by the advocates of the second view also seems to be not 


sound. 


We may, therefore, conclude by stating the view of 
Advaitavidyacarya that dream objects too which are appa- 
rently real have practical efficiency that are empirically 
real. So the objects which are empirically real can very well 
have practical efficiency that is empirically real. The water 
of the mirage, the shell-silver and the like do not have 
practical efficiency as they are sublated in the waking state 


itself. 


To sum up: practical efficiency is possible even in the 
case of objects that are illusory. Hence the objects of the 
world which are noticed to have practical efficiency can 
very well be illusory and need not be real. 


27 
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PERCEPTUALITY OF KNOWLEDGE 


In the First Section of the present thesis, we discussed 
the problem regarding the instrumental cause of the know- 
ledge of Brahman that removes primal nescience. We said 
that according to the BAdmaiti tradition, mind is the instru- 
mental cause, while according to the Vivarana tradition it 
is verbal testimony consisting in the great-sayings of the 
Upanisad-s such as tat tvam asi and the like. Primal nescience 
which is to be removed is given in perceptual cognition of 
the form ‘I am ignorant’. Hence knowledge of Brahman 
which is its annihilating factor must also be perceptual or 
immediate in nature. Herein arises the need to discuss the 
nature of perceptual or immediate knowledge. 


According to the Nyaya school, immediate knowledge 
is that which arises from sense-organs.' This definition of 
immediate knowledge, however, lacks correspondence in the 
case of the knowledge of God. The latter, according to the 
Nyaya school, is immediate; but, being eternal, it does not 
arise from any sense-organ. 


In order to get over the above difficulty, the Nyaya 
school amends the definition of immediate knowledge as 
follows: 


‘That knowledge which does not have knowledge 
as its instrument is immediate’.? 


Inferential cognition (anumiti), knowledge of the significative 
relation between a word and its sense (upamitz), and verbal 
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knowledge (४८०७४८७०८८) have pardmarSa which is of the form 
of knowledge that mountain has smoke that is invariably 
concomitant with fire (anumdna), knowledge of similarity 
(upamdana) and the knowledge of words (Sabda) as their instru- 
ments respectively.’ They are, therefore, mediate in nature 
and not immediate. On the other hand, the knowledge of 
the form ‘This is pot’ has for its instrument the sense-organ, 
namely, the sense of sight and not knowledge. Hence it is 
immediate. God’s knowledge too, being eternal, does not 
have anything especially knowledge as its instrument and 
so it is also immediate. Thus this definition, namely, that 
knowledge which does not have knowledge as its instrument 
is immediate seems to be correct. 


The above amended definition of immediate knowledge, 
however, lacks correspondence in the case of a complex 
-cognition of a man with a staff. The latter is immediate in 
nature but it has knowledge as its instrument. A complex 
-cognition like the one referred to above would arise only 
from the cognition of the adjectival feature.* That is to 
say, the complex-cognition of a man with a staff will not 
arise unless there is the prior cognition of the staff which is 
the adjectival feature. Thus the complex-cognition has for 
its instrument the knowledge of the staff. According to 
the amended definition of immediate knowledge, the above 


complex-cognition cannot be treated as immediate as it has - 


knowledge as its instrument. But it is immediate. On this 
ground it must be held that this definition of immediate 


knowledge also does not hold good. 


It must be noted herethat the Nyaya school considers 
that immediacy of knowledge depends upon the pframana, 
that is, sense-organs. Advaitins, notably of the Vivarana 
tradition, are of the view that immediacy of knowledge 
depends entirely upon the prameya or the object.” If the 
object is immediate, then its knowledge too is immediate 
whether it arises from sense-organs or verbal testimony. 
This is the chief distinction between the Nyaya school and 
Advaita in regard to the nature of immediate knowledge. 
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Now we shall deal with the definition of immediacy of 
knowledge according to Advaita. Before descending into 
details, it is essential to make a clear distinction among con- 
sciousness conditioned by mind, consciousness conditioned 
by mental state, and consciousness conditioned by objects. 


Consciousness which is non-different from Brahman is 
one and the same, But it becomes conditioned as it were by 
mind; and, in this aspect it is known as pramdtrcaitanya or 
the individual soul. When a particular sense-organ comes 
into contact with its respective object, mind too, being 
luminous, comes out through the sense-organ, reaches the 
place of the object and undergoes modification in the form 
of that object. This modification of mind in the form of 
the object is known as vrtti. And the consciousness condi- 
tioned by it is known as pramdnacaitanya or empirical cog- 
nition. Further, according to Advaita every object is super- 
imposed upon the consciousness conditioned by it. And 
the latter is known as visayacaitanya.' 


Following the author of the Vivarana', Nrsimhasrama 
in his commentary on the Vivarana entitled Bhdvaprakasika 
and in his independent work Veddntatattvaviveka with his 
own commentary ॥ attvavivekadipana states that the criterion 
of the immediacy of knowledge is that it must have for its 
content an object that is immediate. This leads us to a 


discussion regarding the criterion of the immediacy of an 
object. 


Nrsimhasrama states that an object is immediate if it 
becomes non-different from the consciousness conditioned 
by mind.’ This means that that object should not have any 


independent existence apart from the consciousness condi- 
tioned by mind. 


As we have said already, an object — pot for example, 
is superimposed upon the consciousness conditioned by it 
which is known as visayacaitanya. As such there is always 
non-difference between the two. But since the conscious- 
ness is veiled by tuldjridna the non-difference is not mani- 
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fested. That is why an object is not manifested always but 
only when the above non-difference is manifested. In order 
that there may be the manifestation of non-difference, what 
is required is the removal of tildjfidna. And the latter will 
be removed by vrtti or the modification of mind in the form 
of pot. The process of the rise of ortti we explained earlier. 
The consciousness conditioned by the vriti is known as 
pramdnacaitanya or empirical cognition. It removes the 
tulajfidna and thereby the non-difference between the pot 
and the visayacattanya is manifested. 


It must be noted here that the non-difference of the 
pot from the visayacaitanya is manifested only when the 
latter is in contact with vrttz in the form cf pot. When the 
vritt is thus in contact with vigayacaitanya, mind too which 
has undergone such a modification is in contact with the 
latter. Now the three limiting conditions of consciousness, 
namely, mind, its modification, and object are located in 
one and the same place. Hence the consciousness condi- 
tioned by the three is also non-different. That is to say, 
the pramdtrcaitanya, the pramdnacaitanya and the vigayacat- 
tanya have become one. 


The non-difference of the object from the visayacattanya 
is manifested by the function of ०४८ through the removal 
of tūlājħāna. Now when the non-difference between the 
visayacaitanya and the pramdircaitanya too is effected by the 
ortti, the non-difference between the object and the pramdtr- 
caitanya ensues as a matter of course. The object is now 
non-different from the pramdtrcattanya. The object is per- 
ceptual or immediate to the latter, that is, the individual 
soul. The ortti in the form of object inspired by the 
reflection of consciousness in it is empirical cognition of the 
object. It has for its content the object which is immediate. 
And so it also is immediate or perceptual." 


Having explained the immediate nature of objects that 
are external, Nrsimhasrama explains the immediate nature 
of objects that are internal, namely, the qualities of mind 
such as happiness, etc. The objects that are external are 
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ajndtasattaka. That is, they exist independent of their being 
perceived. When vrit: arises there results the knowledge of 
those objects. But happiness, etc., which are present in 
the sdksicattanya, that is, the consciousness-element condi- 
tioned by mind (pramdtrcaitanya) are jidtaikasatiaka. That 
is, they do not exist independent of their being perceived. 
This means that the consciousness-element in the pramdtr- 
cattanya wherein they are superimposed is not veiled by 
tulajridna. Hence no vriti is required to manifest them. 
They are in direct contact with their substratum, namely, 
the siksicattanya. ‘Thus they do not have any independent 
existence apart from their substratum and are, therefore, 
immediate. The knowledge of happiness, etc., of the form 
‘I am happy’, etc., which is sdksicaitanya is also immediate 


as they have for their content happiness, etc., which are 
immediate.” 


This definition of immediacy of knowledge is not appli- 
cable in the case of the inferential knowledge of fire in the 
mountain which arises from pardimar$a, that is, the know- 
ledge that smoke which is invariably related to fire is 
present in the mountain. It is because in so far as the 
element of fire is concerned there is no sense-contact. In 
the absence of the latter, mind has not come out through 
the sense-organ, reached the place of the object and under- 
gone modification (arti?) in the form of fire. But there arises 
modification of mind within the body on the basis of 
paramarSa. The point that is of importance here is that the 
consciousness conditioned by mind (pramdtrcaitanya) and 
the consciousness conditioned by the object (visayacaitanya) 
have not become non-different. This means that fire which 
is non-different from the consciousness conditioned by it 
(visayacaitanya) has not become one with the consciousness 
conditioned by mind (pramdircaitanya) in view of the 
absence of vrtti. Hence the object — fire does have indepen- 
dent existence apart from the consciousness conditioned by 
mind (pramdircattanya). It is, therefore, not immediate but 
only mediate. Consequently the knowledge of fire too is not 
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immediate as it has for its object — fire which is mediate 
only. Hence the knowledge of fire too is not immediate. 


It comes to this: in order that a cognition may become 
immediate, the object of that cognition must be immediate. 
And an object is immediate if it is non-different from the 
pramatrcaitanya. 


It may be objected that the above definition of the 
immediacy of an object is unduly wide in the case of merit 
demerit, etc. It is because, being the properties of mind 
that are superimposed upon the pramdtrcaitanya, they are 
always in contact with latter. Thus they too will be im- 
mediate which, however, is not the case. 


The above objection is answered by saying that the 
criterion of immediacy of an object is that it must not only 
be non-different from the pramd@trcaitanya but it must also 
be capable of being perceived. In the present case merit, 
etc., are not capable of being perceived and so, although 
they are non-different from the pramédtrcaitanya, they are 
not immediate.’ Hence the knowledge of the form ‘I am 
virtuous’, etc., too is not immediate. 


It follows from the above that immediate knowledge 
of an object is based upon the immediacy of that object. 
When such is the case, Brahman being non-different from 
the pramdtrcaitanya is always immediate. And the know- 
ledge arising from the great-sayings of the Upanisad-s having 
Brahman which is immediate as its content is also im- 
mediate’. The corollary of this view is that immediacy of 
knowledge depends entirely upon the prameya — the object 
known and not on the praména the instrument of know- 
ledge. If the object is immediate, then knowledge which 
refers to it is also immediate irrespective of its rise from 
verbal testimony or perception, Brahman is immediate and 
so the knowledge that refers to it also is immediate. And 
such a knowledge arises from the great-sayings of the 
Upanisad-s. This is the Vivarana view.** 
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One point that is to be noted here is that the non- 
difference of the pramdircaitanya from the objects like pot, 
happiness, etc., is only a superimposed one. But the non- 
difference between the pramdtrcaitanya and Brahman is not 
a superimposed one. On the other hand, it constitutes the 
essential nature of the pramdtrcaitanya.'' 


To sum up this part of the discussion: knowledge is 
immediate if it has for its content an object that is imme- 
diate; and, an object is immediate if it becomes non- 
different from the pramdircaitanya. This is Nrsimhasrama’s 
view recorded in the Stddhdnta-leSa-sangraha. 


Advaitavidyacarya feels that this definition is inade- 
quate as it does not cover the experience of bliss by a jivan- 
mukta in the state of samādhi. The experience of bliss there- 
in is only the witness-cognition (sdksicaitanya). Since bliss 
constitutes the essential nature of the witness-cognition, the 
latter does not have it as its content. Thus according to 
the definition of immediate knowledge framed by Nrsimha- 
Srama, witness-cognition cannot be treated as immediate as 
it does not have bliss as its content. It, however, is imme- 
diate. Hence the definition of Nrsimhasrama suffers from 
the defect of avyapti.* 


To overcome the above difficulty, Advaitavidyacarya 
defines immediate knowledge as consciousness which 1s 
favourable to empirical usage in respect of an object and 
which is non-different from that object.’ As a prelude to 
the framing of the definition of the immediacy of knowledge 
in this way, Advaitavidyacarya sets forth the definition of 
the immediacy of an object which is as follows: when the 
tulajidna which is present in the visayacaitanya and which 
conceals the non-difference of the object: from the visaya- 
caitanya is removed by the mental state whose sphere is the 
particular object, the vtsayacaitanya becomes defined by 
the mental state and the non-difference between the visaya- 
caitanya and the object is manifested. This we have explai- 
ned while dealing with Nrsimhasrama’s view. The 
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visayacaitanya, being free from concealment, becomes 
favourable to empirical usage in respect of the object of the 
form ‘The object is manifest’. Advaitavidyacarya states 
that it is this manifested non-difference of the object from 
the visayacaitanya which is favourable to empirical usage in 
respect of the object that accounts for the immediacy of the 
object.*° 


It will be clear from the above that the vigayacaitanya 
becomes favourable to empirical usage in respect of the 
object, only when it is defined by the mental state. When 
the visaycaitanya is defined by the mental state, it is defined 
by the mind too which is the material cause of the mental 
state. As such the consciousness conditioned by mind 


. (pramdtrcaitanya) which is the individual soul becomes non- 


different from the visayacaitanya that is non-different from 
the object. The non-difference of the vzsayacattanya from 
the object constitutes the immediacy of the object. And the 
latter is felt by the pramdtrcaitanya which has become non- 


different from the visayacattanya. 


Brahman is always non-different from the essential 
nature of the individual soul which is saksicaitanya. Yet 
this non-difference is veiled by the primal nescience present 
in the saksicaitanya. When there arises urttz from the great- 
sayings of the Upanisad-s, saksicaitanya becomes defined by 
the ortli. The primal nescience is removed thereby and the 
essential non-difference between the sdkszcattanya and Brah- 
man is manifested. The sa@ksicaitanya which is free from 
primal nescience is favourable to the empirical ae in 
respect of Brahman of the form ‘Brahman is manifest’. 
Since Brahman is thus non- different from the siksicaitanya 
that is favourable to. the empirical usage in respect of it, it 
Meet Te Monal objects like happiness, etc., 
are located in the consciousness-element in the blend of 
mind and consciousness (pramatreaitanya). The conscious- 
ness-element is not at all veiled by tildjhdna. This we have 
e discussing Nrsimhasrama’s view. Thus 


explained whil f 3 - 
he operation of vriti, the consciousness- 


even without t 
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element is favourable to empirical usage of happiness, etc. 
And the latter, being non-different from the consciousness- 
element are always immediate. Thus the definition of 
immediacy of an object framed by Advaitavidyacarya is 
applicable to all genuine cases. 


Having thus framed the definition of the immediacy 
of an object, Advaitavidyacarya proceeds to say that 
immediacy of knowledge consists in the non-difference 
of the visayacaitanya from the object — the visayacaitanya 
which is conducive to the empirical usage in respect of 
the object. We have said that the visayacaitanya becomes 
so, only when it is defined by the mental state whose sphere 
is the particular object. Now when the vigayacaitanya is 
defined by the mental state, the consciousness conditioned ° 
by the mental state which is known as pramdnacaitanya be- 
comes non-different from the vigayacaitanya. And the 
pramG@nacaitanya which is empirical cognition and which is 
nothing but the visayacaitanya defined by the mental state 
in the form of the object is non-different from the object. 
And it is this non-difference that constitutes the immediacy 
of the pramanacaitanya, that is, the empirical knowledge. 


Having thus set forth the definition of the immediacy 
of knowledge, Advaitavidyacarya states that immediacy 
rests only in the consciousness-element in the blend of ortti 
and consciousness and not in the ortti-element. In other 


words, immediacy is an attribute of consciousness and not 
of ortti.” 


The admission that immediacy is an attribute of con- 
sciousness and not of vrtiti is very significant. Happiness, 
etc., are located in the sikgicaitanya which is the con- 
sciousness-element of the pramdircaitanya. It has already 
been said that they are jiiataikasattaka. This means that 
they do not exist independent of being perceived. As such 
the saksicattanya is never concealed by tulajndna to remove 
which ortiz may be required. Moreover, happiness, etC., 
are mental states and there cannot be any other „mental 
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state in regard to them. Thus vriti is not only not neces- 
sary but also not possible in the case of happiness, etc. 
The result of the position is that the sd@ksicaitanya which is 
the substratum of happiness, etc., can never be defined by 
vrtti in the form of happiness, etc. The non-difference 
of the objects — happiness, etc., from the siksicaitanya is 
always manifest and so the former are always immediate. 
The cognition of happiness, etc., is only the sikgicaitanya 
which, by being non-different from happiness, etc., is 
always immediate. If immediacy of cognition were admit- 
ted as an attribute of vrtti, then there can be no immediacy 
for the cognition of happiness, etc., since there is no ortti 
element involved therein.’ 


It will be remembered that Nrsimhasrama has defined 
immediate knowledge as that which has for its content an 
object that is immediate. Advaitavidyacarya has felt that 
this definition is inadequate as it does not cover the experi- 
ence of bliss which is s@kgicaitanya. Bliss constitutes the 
essential nature of the s@ksicaitanya and so the latter cannot 
have the former as its content. As such the sdksicaitanya 
can never be viewed as immediate in the light of the defini- 
tion of Nrsimhasrama. It, however, is immediate. It is 
precisely to account for the immediacy of the saksicaitanya 
which is the experience of bliss that is its essential nature, 
Advaitavidyacarya has defined immediacy of knowledge as 
consisting in the non-difference of consciousness irom the 
object. Here the consciousness, namely, saksicaitanya is 
always non-different from bliss which is its nature and so 
it is immediate. Further the significance of the admission 
that immediacy is an attribute of consciousness and not of 
vrtti is clear in the present case as the sdksicaitanya without 


being defined by urtti is immediate. 


To sum up this part of the discussion: according to 
Advaitavidyacarya immediacy of an object consists in the 
non-difference of the object from the vigayacaitanya when 
it becomes favourable to empirical usage in respect of the 
object by being defined by ०४८. And immediacy of know- 
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ledge consists in the non-difference of the visayacaitanya 
which is defined by the ortti from the object. And imme. 
diacy rests in the consciousness-element and not in the 
vrtti-element. 


From what has been said it follows that the immediacy 
of the knowledge of pot [say] and the immediacy of the 
knowledge of Brahman are solely dependent upon the re- 
moval of tulajfidna and miildjfidna respectively. The 
visayacaitanya when defined by ortti becomes free from 
tulajfiana. The non-difference between the pot and the 
visayacaitanya is manifested. The pot, by being non-diffe- 
rent from the visayacaitanya is immediate. The vişayacaitanya 
when defined by vriti becomes identical with the con- 
sciousness conditioned by the vriti which is pramanacai- 
tanya or empirical cognition. This too becomes non- 
diffrent from the object and it is this non-difference that 
accounts for the immediacy of the empirical cognition of 
pot. Thus the immediacy of the cognition of pot is based 
upon the immediacy of pot which, in turn, is based upon 
the removal of tuldjfidna. In the same way, the voriti 
arising from the Upanisad-s removes the mildjridna present in 
the saksicaitanya — the consciousness-element of the pramatr- 
caitanya thereby revealing the non-difference of Brahman 
from the saksicaitanya. Brahman, therefore, is immediate. 
And the saksicaitanya defined by orttt being non-different 
from Brahman is immediate cognition. Thus the immediacy 
of the knowledge of Brahman is based upon the immediacy 
of Brahman which, in turn, is based upon the removal of 
mulajnana. It comes to this that the immediacy of a 
Cognition is caused by the removal of ajfidna. When such is 
the case, the assertion of the Advaitins that immediate 
knowledge causes the removal of ajfidna is not sound.’ 


Advaitavidyacarya clarifies the position by saying that 
when it is said that immediate knowledge causes the remo- 
val of ajiidna, what is meant is that ortti which, while arising, 
does arise only as in conjunction with its content, namely, 
vigayacaitanya removes ajfidna. And the viSayacaitanya 
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which is thus defined by ortti and thereby has become non- 
different from the consciousness conditioned by ortti or 
empirical cognition [pramdnacaitanya] is immediate. In the 
same way, the vrtt! which, arising from the Upanisad-s 
arises only as in conjunction with the s@ksicaitanya removes 
the mulajiidna. And the saksicaitanya which is thus defined 
by vrtti and thereby has become non-different from the 
consciousness conditioned by ortti [pramdnacaitanya] is 
immediate. It is the séksicaitanya which is defined by vrtiti 
that is designated as knowledge of Brahman.** 


Advaitavidyacarya has defined the immediacy of know- 
ledge in such a way as to include the experience of bliss 
which is only the witness-cognition or sdksicaitanya. Further 
he has emphasized that immediacy is only an attribute of 
consciousness and not of vrtiti. This is significant in this that 
only then we could view the cognition of happiness, etc., 
which is s@ksicaitanya as immediate. 


Advaitins hold the view that immediate knowledge 
causes the removal of ajfidna. If this were so, there would 
arise the fallacy of interdependence thus: as explained 
earlier a cognition becomes immediate only when ajitdna is 
removed. And, ajfidna will be removed only when know- 
ledge is immediate. 


Advaitavidyacarya explains the position of Advaitins 
by saying that when it is said that immediate knowledge 
causes the removal of ajfidna what is meant is that orttt 
which arises only as in conjunction with its content, namely, 
visayacaitanya removes ajiidna. The visayacaitanya क is 
thus defined by ortti and thereby has become non- different 
from the consciousness conditioned by urtti (pramdanacattanya) 
is immediate. The above features do not find special treat- 
ment by Nrsimhasrama. In this respect, Advaitavidya- 
carya has made definite improvement upon Nrsimha- 
srama’s definition of immediacy or perceptuality of know- 


ledge. 
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THE REMOVAL OF AVIDYA 


Dealing with the nature of the removal of avidya 
[avidyänivrtti] in the First Chapter of the present thesis, we 
discussed the views of Vimuktatman,’ Anandabodha? and 
Nrsimhasrama.’ Vimuktatman’s name is associated in 
the Advaitic tradition with the view that avidydniortti is 
different from Brahman and yet it is not anirvacaniya but 
of the fifth kind. He holds the other view too, namely, that 
avidyanivrtit is either identical with Brahman or with the 
knowledge of Brahman. Reference was made earlier to yet 
another view put forward by Advaitavidyacarya according 
to whom avidyānivrtti is different from Brahman and hence 
is antrvacaniya. We shall discuss this in detail now. 


Vimuktatman holds the view that avidydnivrtti is not 
indeterminable on the ground that indeterminability must 
be based upon avidyd; and, if avidydnivrtti were to be 
indeterminable, then it must be related to avidya. ‘This 
means that avidydnivrtti and avidyd must co-exist which, 
however, is not possible. Further, if avidyd also exists to 
account for the indeterminability of avidydnivrtti, then in 
the state of liberation too which is characterized by avidyd- 
nivrtti, avidyd would exist. As a result of this, release will 
in no way differ from the state of transmigratory existence. 
In other words, there would be the contingency of non- 
release.‘ 


Advaitavidyacarya is of the view that even if avidyd- 
nioriti were admitted to be indeterminable, there does not 
arise the contingency of non-release as anticipated by 
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Vimuktatman. He argues that such a contingency would 
arise only when avidydniortti continues to exist as an inde- 
terminable entity which would require the presence of 
avidyd in the state of release as well. But this is not the 
case. Avidydnivrtti, which is indeterminable like avidyd, is 
only momentary. There is little valid ground to maintain 
that it exists in the state of release too. Hence avidyd would 
not persist in the state of release and there would be no 
contingency of non-releasc.® 


Advaitavidyacarya explains that avidydnivrtt: is 
momentary by a close analysis of the concept of niortti or 
dhvamsa or destruction on the analogy of the concept of 
utpatti or origination. He argues that origination is only 
a positive change present in an object during the first 
moment of its existence. It is, therefore, momentary. This 
is clear from the verbal usage referring to the origination 
of an object. An object — pot (say) at the first instant of 
its origination is referred to in the expression ‘The pot is 
originated’ (ghatah utpadyate) which involves the usage of 
the present tense suffix (te). But after its origination the 
object is referred to in the expression ‘The pot was origi- 
nated’ (ghatah utpannah) which involves the usage of the 
past tense suffix (kta). In the same way, in regard to its 
future origination it is referred to in the expression ‘The 
pot will be originated’ (ghatah utpatsyate) which involves the 
usage of the future tense suffix (sya). 


Thus the use of the present tense suffix in regard to 
the first instant of the origination of an object shows that 
origination is only momentary. If it were to persist, then 
even with reference to a pot long after it originated there 
would be the usage that it is now originated (utpadyate) 
which, however, is not the case.° 


Having explained the nature of origination as momen- 
tary, Advaitavidyacarya proceeds to explain that destru- 
ction too, like origination, is a positive change present In an 
object during the last moment of its existence. This too he 
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explains by making a reference to the verbal usages involv- 
ing present tense suffix, past tense suffix and future tense 
suffix in regard to objects that are being destroyed, have 
already been destroyed, and will be destroyed in future 
respectively, An object which is being destroyed is referred 
to in the expression ‘The pot is being destroyed’ (ghatah 
nivartate) which involves the present tense suffix (że). But 
the pot that has already been destroyed or that is going to 
be destroyed is referred to in the expression ‘The pot was 
destroyed’ (ghatah nivrttah) or ‘The pot will be destroyed’ 
(ghatah nivartisyate) involving the use of the past tense suffix 
(kta) or future tense suffix (sya). From this it becomes clear 
that destruction is a positive change in an object and it 
pertains to the latter during the last moment of its exis- 
tence. Thus the use of the present tense suffix in the words 
that refer to the origination and destruction of an object 
during the first and the last moment of its existence is the 
valid ground to maintain that origination and destruction 
are only momentary. For during the period after the origi- 
nation and destruction of an object or before its origination 
and destruction, the latter are referred to as having taken 
place or as going to occur in future, Origination and des- 
truction, therefore, exist for one moment only. 


Having thus proved that origination and destruction 
are only momentary, Advaitavidyacarya proceeds to state 
thatif the two were held to be permanent, then the follow- 
ing difficulty would arise. In regard to pot which has been 
brought into being, origination must be held to endure even 
now and hence there would be the usage that it is now orig- 
inated (ghatah idanim utpadyate) involving the present tense 
suffix. ‘This, however, is not the case. L 


In the same way, if destruction were permanent, then 
the destruction of a pot which took place long back must 
be admitted to endure even now and indeed for ever. Since 
destruction would thus exist even now, there should be the 
usage involving the present tense suffix of the form ‘The 
pot is now destroyed’ (ghatah iddnim nivartate) in regard to 
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a pot destroyed long back, We, however, do not have any 
such usage. Advaitavidyacarya, therefore, concludes that 


origination and destruction — utpattt and niortti are only 
momentary. 


It may be objected that the above conclusion, namely, 
that utpatti and nivriti are only momentary in view of the 
fact that we do not have the usages involving present tense 
suffix with reference to objects originated and destroyed 
long back or which will be originated and destroyed in the 
future, is based upon the view that verbal terminations 
convey their senses of present time or past time or future 
time as pertaining to the sense of the root, namely, ८८५८८४८ 
or nivriti in the expressions such as utpadyate, nivartate, etc.’ 
But this is not the case. 


A verbal termination (@khydta) functions as present 
tense suffix (lat) etc , and as one signifying number. In the 
expression ‘The pot is destroyed’ (ghatah nivartate), the sense 
of the root is nivrtti or destruction. Its subject is pot. The 
verbal termination ४४ as one signifying number signifies the 
sense of singular number as pertaining to pot which is the 
subject of nivrttti—the sense of the root. And as a present 
tense suffix (४८१), it conveys the sense of present time as 
pertaining to the pot itself. The verbal cognition that 


. arises from the expression -- ghatah nivartate is ot the form 


‘The pot which is present here is destroyed’. 


In the same way, in the expression ‘The grains are 
cooked’ (tandulāh pacyante), the sense of the root is the 
activity of cooking. Grains constitute its object. The verbal 
termination as one denoting number conveys the plural 
number as pertaining to grains — the object of the sense of 
the root. And as a present tense suffix, the verbal termi- 
nation conveys the sense of present time as pertaining to 
the object — grains. The verbal cognition ees arises from 
the expression — tandulah pacyante is of the form ‘The grains 
that are present now are ९०0४८११." 

29 
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Thus we see that according to the present view a 
verbal termination as a present tense suffix conveys its 
sense of present time not as pertaining to the sense of the 
root as held in the previous view but as pertaining to the 
subject or the object of the sense of the root which is the 
substratum of number that is denoted by the verbal termi- 
nation itself. The result of this view is that the pot which 
is the subject of destruction — the sense of the root and 
which was destroyed long back is not present now. Since 
the verbal termination as a present tense suffix would 
convey its sense of present time as pertaining to pot which 
is the subject of destruction, that is, the sense of the roo, 
and since the pot is not present now, we cannot say ghatah 
nivartate in regard to a pot that has already been destroyed 
Thus even if we admit that the destruction is permanent. 
there would not arise the unwelcome position of having the 
usage ghatah nivartate involving present tense suffix with 
reference to a pot destroyed long back. Hence destruction 
or nivrit! is permanent and not momentary as held by 


Advaitavidyacarya. Exactly similar considerations apply 
to the concept of origination or utpatit.'' 


There is yet another view regarding the function of 
verbal terminations according to which too nivrtti is perma- 
nent and not momentary as Advaitavidyacarya thinks: . 
That view is: a verbal termination asa present tense suffix 
conveys its sense of present time as pertaining to the voli- 
tion that is conducive to bringing about the sense of the 
root. In the case of the expression — Deyadattah pacati, the 
verbal termination conveys its sense of present time as per- 
taining to the volition of Devadatta to bring about the act 
of cooking which is the sense of the root. The verbal cogni- 
tion would be of the form ‘Devadatta has the volition to 
bring about the act of cooking now’, When viewed in this 
light, the expression ghatah nivartate would mean that the 
volition for bringing about the destructio 
now. In the case of a pot that was de 
the volition that brought about the destr 
present now. Hence there is no Possibi 


n of pot is present 
stroyed long back, 
uction of pot is not 
lity of the usage — 
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ghatah nivartate involving present tense suffix with reference 
to a pot that was destroyed long back as Advaitavidya- 
carya maintains.” 


To sum up this part of the discussion: 


(i) according to Advaitavidyacarya the verbal termi- 
nation in the expression ghatah nivartate conveys its sense of 
present time as pertaining to the sense of the root, namely, 
nivrttt. This means that nivrtti is momentary. If it were 
permanent, then it would endure even now and hence there 
would be the usage involving present tense suffix with 
reference to the destruction of a pot that took place long 
back; 


(ii) according to another view, the verbal termination 
in the expression — ghatah nivartate conveys the sense of 
present time as pertaining to the pot which is the subject 
of the sense of the root, namely, destruction. The expres- 
sion ghatah nivartate would mean that pot which is present 


now is destroyed. With reference to the destruction of the ` 


pot that took place long back, we cannot have the usage 
ghatah nivartate as Advaitavidyacarya thinks. It is because 
pot which is the subject of destruction — the sense of the 
root and with reference to which the verbal termination 
would convey the sense of present time is not present now; 


and 


(iii) there is yet another view according to which the 
verbal termination in the expression ghatah nivartate conveys 
the sense of present time as pertaining to the volition to 
bring about the sense of the root. The expression ghatah 
nivartate would mean that there is now present the volition 
conducive to bring about the destruction of pot. With 
reference to the destruction of a pot that took place long 
back, we cannot have the usage ghatah nivartate as Advaita- 
vidyacarya feels, because the volition to bring about the 
destruction of pot is not present now. Hence १८४०४४८ is 


permanent. 
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It follows from the above that avidydntvriti too is per- 
manent. Being different from Brahman, it is indeterminable, 
And it would require the presence of avidyd to account for 
its indeterminability thus leading to the unwelcome position 
of non-release. So far the objection. 


Advaitavidyacarya rejects the two views regarding the 
function of the verbal terminations set forth above. The 
view that verbal terminations convey the sense of present 
time as pertaining to the subject of the sense of the root is 
wrong on the following ground: a pot which was originated 
long back and which exists now must be referred to as 
‘The pot is originated’ (ghatah’ utpadyate) because accord- 
ing to the present view, a verbal termination conveys its 
sense of present time as pertaining to the subject of the 
sense of the root which is pot. And the pot which was 
originated long back exists now. We, however, do not have 


any such usage. And so this view regarding the’ function 
of verbal terminations is wrong." 


The other view that a verbal termination conveys its 
sense of present time as pertaining to the volition that brings 
about the sense of the root, namely, destruction (in the 
expression ghatah nivartate) is wrong on the ground that 
with reference to one who has the volition to stand up but 
who could not do’so due to rheumatism, there would be 
the usage that one stands up (uttisthati). It is because the 
sense of the verbal termination, namely, the volition bring- 
ing about the sense of the root which is the act of standing 
up is present. The usage ‘One stands up’ we have with 
reference to one who actually. stands up but not with refer- 
ence to one who has the mere volition to stand up but does 


not doso. Hence this view too regarding the function of 
verbal terminations is wrong." 


It follows from the above discussion that a verbal termi- 
nation as a present tense suffix conveys the sense of present 
time as pertaining to the sense of the root only and not to 
the subject of the sense of the root or to the volition that is 


conducive to accomplish the sense of the root. Hence if 
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nivrttt which is the sense of the root in the expression 
nivartate were permanent, then since the destruction of a 
pot which took place long back would endure even now, 
there will be the verbal usage with reference to that destruc- 
tion of pot as ghatah nivartate involving the present tense 
suffix. We, however, do not havesuch usage. Hence nivrtti 
which is the sense of the root must be admitted to be 
momentary." Being so it does not persist in liberation re- 
quiring the presence of avidyd to account for its indeter- 
minability thereby leading to the unwelcome position that 
in liberation too avidyd will be present. 


Advaitavidyacarya then proceeds to examine criti- 
cally the concept of abhdva as advocated by the Nyaya 
school. Abhdva, according to the latter, is of four kinds, 
namely, prégabhava or antecedent non-existence, pradhvar- 
sabhdva or destruction, atyantabhdva or absolute non-exis- 
tence and anyonydbhdva or reciprocal non-existence. The 
first three are designated as samsargabhava."* 


Prāgabhāva or antecedent non-existence is the non- 
existence of a thing (say) pot prior to its production. It is 
non-existence of an effect in its cause. This kind of non- 
existence is without a beginning but not without an end.” 
The effect never existed before its production so that its 
non-existence is without a beginning. And the production 
of the effect at any time means the destruction of its antece- 
dent non-existence. 


Pradhvamsabhava is destruction. It has a beginning but 
no end.' When a pot is broken into pieces, its non- 
existence begins. But the latter can never come to an end 
as the same pot can never be brought back into existence. 


Atyantabhava or absolute non-existence i eternal by 
being present in the three divisions of time.’ This is illus- 
trated by making a reference to the absence of pot on the 
ground. 

When the Naiyayika asserts that absolute non-existence 
of the above kind is eternal, an objection suggests itself. If 
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absence of the pot on the ground is absolute non-existence 
and is eternal, then on the ground there must be the valid 
perceptual cognition of the non-existence of pot even when 
another pot is present. Since it is not the case, absolute 
non-existence cannot be eternal. 


To this the Naiyayika replies that although the ab- 
solute non-existence of pot on the ground is eternal, yet 
its perceptual cognition on the ground is based upon the 
perception of the ground that is characterized by the 
absence of any pot. If there is no pot on the ground, then 
there will be the perceptual cognition of the absolute non- 
existence of pot. And if there is pot, there will not be the 
perceptual cognition of the absolute non-existence of pot. 
Thus the Naiyayika holds that absolute non-existence of 


the pot on the ground is eternal and explains its perceptual 
cognition as conditional.*° 


Some other Naiyayika-s are of the view that absolute 
non-existence is of two kinds: Of these, the first kind is 
noticed in the case of absolute non-existence of the class- 
characteristic of water (jalatva) in earth. This is eternal. 
The second kind is noticed in the case of absolute non- 
existence of the pot on the ground. This is not eternal. 
The experience and the corresponding expression of the 
form ‘There is no’pot on the ground’ have for its content 
absolute non-existence as related to different periods of 
time. It is thus: when a pot is taken away from the ground, 
there arises the absolute non-existence of pot. And the 
latter is removed when the pot is being brought back there. 
This absolute non-existence is, therefore, not a persistent 
mode of non-existence. It is subject to origination and 
destruction. It is designated as sdémayikabhdva, that is, as 


one which arises at certain times and is destroyed at other 
times. 


Anyonyabhava stands for reciprocal non-existence of 


the relation of identity between two things— a jar anda 
cloth, for example.’ Like absolute non-existence of the 
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first kind set forth in the previous paragraph, this too is 
eternal, that is, both beginningless and endless. So far the 
Nyaya view on abhdva. 


Advaitavidyacarya first takes up for examination the 
concept of dhvamsa or nivrtti, that is, destruction as advo- 
cated by the Nyaya school. According to the Nyaya 
school, as explained earlier, when a pot is broken into pieces 
by a hammer, there results a variety of non-existence which 
is designated as destruction or dhvamsa or nivrtti. It has 
pot as its counter-correlate. It is permanent. It exists, 
according to some, in the potsherds (kapala) that constitute 
the inherent cause of pot. According to some others, it 
exists on the ground. And this view is based upon the 
experience ‘The pot has been destroyed on this ground’.” 
It is this view that is taken up by Advaitavidyacarya for 
criticism. 


Advaitavidyacarya argues that if dhvamsa were perma- 
nent, then it would be perceived on the ground even when 
the heap of potsherds has been removed. Since it is not 
perceived, we must conclude that dhvamsa is not perma- 


nent.** 


It might be said that dhvamsa is inferred from the 
special configuration of the potsherds thus: 


‘This ground has the destruction of pot; it is 
because it has the special configuration of pot- 
sherds unlike the ground which does not have the 


१ 28 


special configuration of potsherds’. 


Advaitavidyacarya rejects the above. contention by 
stating that from the specific configuration of the potsherds 
what is possible to infer is mere destruction as present In 
the counter-correlate and not the destruction as an endur- 
ing principle and as present on the ground wherein the 
potsherds — the inherent cause of pot exists. And this 


destruction is only a positive change in the object.** 
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The usage that the ground is the locus of the destruc- 
tion of the pot would become intelligible by referring to 
the ground as the locus of pot associated with the positive 
change known as destruction. This usage is analogous to 
the one that the ground is the locus of the origination of 
pot which is intelligible by referring to the ground as the 
locus of pot associated with the positive change known as 
origination.” 


Advaitavidyacarya is of the view that the experience 
and the corresponding usage of the form “There is no pot on 
the ground’ which results subsequent to the destruction of 
pot have for their content not destruction which is endless but 
only absolute non-existence of the sémayikabhdva kind which 
we explained earlier and which is subject to origination 
and destruction. This means that when a pot is broken by 
a hammer, there arises absolute non-existence of it. And 
when a pot is brought there, that absolute non-existence is 
removed. Thus Advaitavidyacarya favours the view that 
the experience of the non-existence of pot can be explained 
as having for its content absolute non-existence of the 
samaytkabhava kind which is non-eternal by being subject 
to origination and destruction. There is no need to admit 


that the above experience has for its content destruction 
which is endless** 


Now the Naiyayika would argue that if the experience 
of the non-existence of pot subsequent to the destruction 
of pot is explained as having for its content not destruction 
but only absolute non-existence of the samayikdbhava kind, 
then the experience of the non-existence of pot prior to its 
origination would have for its content only absolute non- 
existence of the above kind and not antecedent non-exis- 
tence. As such there would not be the concept of antece- 
dent non-existence at all. Advaitavidyacarya welcomes this 


position by stating that Advaitins do not admit antecedent 
non-existence.” 


The Naiyayika at this stage might contend that antece- 
dent non-existence and destruction are to be admitted in 
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order that it may be possible to define prior time as the 
time that is the basis of antecedent non-existence and sub- 
sequent time as that which is the basis of destruction. If 
Advaitins do not admit antecedent non-existence and 
destruction, then there would be no basis for the use of the 
words ‘earlier’ and ‘later’ in regard to time.*® 


Advaitavidyacarya is of the view that some attribute 
which is unanalysable, that is, which does not involve any 
well-defined category within itself may be admitted as the 
basis for the use of the words ‘earlier’ and ‘later’. He 
points out that the Naiyayika who admits destruction as an 
enduring factor maintains that it has an unanalysable 
feature known as dhvamsatva. In the same way, he admits 
that pot which is the counter-correlate (pratiyogi) of its 
non-existence does have the characteristic of being a 
counter-correlate (pratiyogitva) which is an unanalysable 
feature. Advaitavidyacarya, therefore, states that the basis 
for the use of the words ‘earlier’ and ‘later’ may be an 
unanalysable feature and not prior non-existence and des- 
truction as the Naiyayika admits.”' 


The Naiyayika would say that the characteristic of 
being destruction — dhvamsatva is not an unanalysable 
feature as Advaitavidyacarya thinks. It is certainly analys- 
able as it is of the nature of non-existence which is origi- 


nated. 


The above contention of the Naiyayika according to 
Advaitavidyacarya is not sound. If dhavarnsatva were 
analysable as of the nature of non-existence which is 
originated, then a pot would have to be viewed as its 
own destruction. It is thus: according to the Naiyayika, 
pot is originated and it is also of the nature of the antece- 
dent non-existence of its destruction. This means that 
prior to the destruction of pot what exists is the anteced- 
ent non-existence of its destruction as no effect would 
ensue if there is no antecedent non-existence of it. This 
we have noticed in the case of pot which comes into 


30 
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being from its antecedent non-existence. Thus pot is origi- 
nated and it is of the nature of non-existence too by being 
the antecedent non-existence of its destruction. If dhvar- 
satva is defined as of the nature of originated non-existence, 
then pot too possesses this feature and so it must be viewed 
as its own destruction. Hence dhvamsatva is not an analys- 
able feature of the above form.” 


It might be said by the Naiyayika that dhvarsatva is 
the property of dhvamsa which is originated non-existence 
of the seventh category.” Pot, although is originated, does 
not belong to the seventh category and hence it cannot be 
considered as having dhvamsatva as its feature. The result 
of this argument is that there is not the unwelcome position 
of the pot being viewed as its own destruction. Dhvainsatva, 
therefore, is certainly analysable and the contention of 
Advaitavidyacarya that it is unanalysable is wrong. 


Advaitavidyacarya rejects the above contention thus: 
the Naiyayika accepts that pot is of the nature of the des- 
truction of its antecedent non-existence. In other words, 
it is dhvarhsa in respect of its antecedent non-existence. But 
the definition of the characteristic of being destruction — 
dhvamsatva given above will not be applicable in its case as 
it does not belong to the seventh category. Hence the 


above definition of dhvamsatva suffers from the fallacy of 
avyapti.®* 


It might be said by the Naiyayika that the definition 
of dhvarhsatva framed above is not intended to be applicable 


in the case of positive entities like pot, etc. Hence there is 
not the fallacy of avyapti. 


Advaitavidyacarya contends that if this were the case 
then the usage in the case of pot when it exists that it 
belongs to the period subsequent to that of antecedent non- 
existence would be insignificant. This means that if there 
is absence of destruction of the antecedent non-existence of 
pot at the time of the existence of pot, then the contention 
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of the Naiyayika that the period subsequent to the antece- 
dent non-existence of an object is the period of destruction 
of its antecedent non-existence will not hold good." 


The Naiyayika might say that the destruction of the 
antecedent non-existence of pot is not of the nature of pot 
but is distinct from it. It is of the nature of non-existence 
which is the seventh category. Hence the defect of avyapti 
pointed out earlier would not hold good. 


The above contention is not sound. It is because if 
the destruction of antecedent non-existence of pot were 
different from pot, then the antecedent non-existence of 
the destruction of pot will not be of the nature of pot but 
will be distinct from it. The result would be that just as 
the destruction of the antecedent non existence 01 pot is 
different from pot, in the same way, the antecedent non- 
existence of the destruction of pot will be distinct from the 
counter-correlate of destruction, namely, pot. Of this 
antecedent non-existence there would be a destruction. 
And the antecedent non-existence of destruction would 
again be different from the counter-correlate of destruction. 
Thus there would result the assumption of a series of 
infinite destructions and antecedent non-existences. It 
comes to this that the Naiyayika cannot define the charac- 
teristic of being destruction as an analysable attribute.** 


In the same way, the concept of antecedent non- 
existence too cannot be satisfactorily explained. The 
Naiyayika defines it as non-existence which has no beginn- 
ing but has an end. But this definition will not be applic- 
able in the case of pot which, according to the Nyaya school, 
is antecedent non-existence of its destruction. Pot is not a 
beginningless entity and the definition of antecedent non- 
existence that it is beginningless is not applicable in its 


case.” 


The Naiyāyika may define antecedent non-existence 
in a diferent manner as that which is the cause of its 
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counter-correlate. According tothe fundamental position 
of the Naiyayika, an effect arises from a group of causes 
which includes the antecedent non-existence of that effect. 
Advaitavidyacarya would say that this definition involves 
reference to the cause. The latter is defined as that which 
exists in the moment prior to the rise of an effect. This 
means that it must exist at the time of the antecedent non- 
existence of the effect. Thus the definition of antecedent 
non-existence involves reference to the latter and thereby 
suffers from the fallacy of self-dependence or aimd$raya. 
Hence antecedent non-existence is a pseudo-concept.*® 


We started our discussion by stating the Nyaya conten- 
tion that if antecedent non-existence and destruction are 
not admitted, then there will be no basis for the use of the 
words ‘earlier’ and ‘later’ in regard totime. Advaitavidya- 
carya has said that an unanalysable attribute may be ad- 
mitted as the basis for the use of the above words He has 
also pointed out that the Naiyayika too who maintains that 
destruction or dhvarhsa is eternal has to admit an unanaly- 
sable feature known as dhvrhsatva as present in it. The 
Nyaya view that dhvarhsatva may be viewed as an analysable 
attribute has been rejected and in this process destruction 
1s proved to be a pseudo-concept. Asa corollary of this, 
Advaitavidyacarya has shown that antecedent non-exist- 
ence too does not stand logical scrutiny. In regard to 
absolute non-existence which is admitted to be eternal and 
which is proved by the Naiyayika as the content of the 
experience that there is absence of pot on the ground, 
Advaitavidyacarya has said that the above experience may 
be explained as having for its content a variety of non-exis- 
tence which is subject to origination and destruction and 
which is known as sdmayikabhdva. He is of the view that 
this kind of non-existence is the content of the experience 
that there is destruction of pot on the ground which, accord- 
ing to the Nyaya school, has destruction or dhvarnsa as its 
content. Our author has not examined the concept of reci- 
procal non-existence or anyonyabhdva as it has been proved to 
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be unsound by almost all writers on Advaita. Their criti- 
cism against this concept is that the latter is sought to be 
held on the basis of the cognitions that (i) pot and cloth are 
mutually distinct, (ii) pot is distinct from cloth, (iii) pot is 
not cloth, and, (iv) there is difference between pot and cloth. 
And these cognitions involve reference to difference which 
is reciprocal non-existence. Thus there is the fallacy of 
of self-dependence or atmdaSraya. It will be clear from the 
above that Advaitavidyacarya favours only absolute non- 
existence of the sémayikdbhdva kind and not other varieties 


of abhdva. 


The one criticism against the above conclusion would 
be that if antecedent non-existence is not admitted, then 
the origination of an effect cannot be explained. Advaita- 
vidyacarya welcomes this position and says that effects like 
pot, etc., do not have antecedent non-existence or destruc- 
tion. They are fancied upon Brahman like silver upon 
shell. They are endowed with positive changes of the 
nature of indeterminable origination, sustentation and 


destruction." 


It follows from the above that the nivrtti of avidyd too 


is a positive change present in the moment immediately 


succeeding the rise of t 
Hence it does not persist in release. Consequently there 1s 
no defect in its being indeterminable requiring the presence 
of avidya to account for its indeterminability and thereby 
leading to the unwelcome position that in release too avidya 


would be present.*° 
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SECTION III 


KAVITARKIKACAKRAVARTI 
NRSIMHABHATTOPADHYAYA 


4( 
a 
THE NATURE OF ERRONEOUS COGNITION 


In order to account for the nature of the world, 
Advaitins adopt the theory known as vivartavdda according 
to which the world is an illusory appearance of Brahman 
— the only Reality. They explain this position on the 
analogy of the illusory appearance or erroneous cognition 
of silver upon a shell. Erroneous cognition is termed 
८८८७७८. Sri Sankara in his celebrated introduction to his 
commentary on the Brahma-sitra defines adhydsa thus: 


atasmin tadbuddhih 


When viewed in the light of this definition, the cognition 
of silver that appears in a shell can be proved to be erro- 
neous in nature. In the substratum, namely, the this-element 


of shell, there is the total non-existence of silver. Yet it 


appears therein. The cognition of silver, therefore, is 


erroneous. 


Sri Sankara has given a detailed definition of adhydsa 
in such a way that it would cover both the erroneous cogni- 


tion and its content. The definition runs as follows: 


smrtiripah paratra purvadrstavabhasah 

atra and avabhdsah alone serve as 
The other expressions smrtiripah 
d to elucidate it further.’ 


Herein the expressions par 
the definition of adhydsa. 
and pirvadrsta are intende 


The word ८०८७४७०४८४ may be interpreted as that which 


. . f Q 2 
is manifested, namely, silver. 
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substratum wherein it does not really exist.’ Thus this 
interpretation of the above definition of adhydsa is applic- 
able to the content of erroneous cognition, namely, silver 
which appears in shell where it is not really present. 


It might be said that it is only the silver which is being 
remembered on seeing the glitter-aspect of shell that is 
manifested in the shell, and as such the content of erroneous 
cognition is real. To disprove this contention the expression 
smrliripah is given. The word smrtih in this expression 
means ‘that which is remembered’, namely, the real silver. 
And the expression smrtirū pah as a whole means ‘that which 
is similar to the one that is remembered. Thus the object 
of erroneous cognition is similar to the one that is remem- 
bered.* When it is said that the silver which is the content 
of erroneous cognition is similar to the one that is remem- 
bered, a clear distinction between what is superimposed 
and what is remembered is made out. And so the content 
of the erroneous cognition is not real. 


The similarity between the object superimposed and 
the one that is recollected is explained by the expression — 
purvadrsta. The word drsta means direct knowledge. The 
silver that isremembered and the silver that is the content 
of erroneous cognition do appear on the basis of the prior 
experience of silver through the latent impression left out 
by the latter. He who has not seen silver earlier cannot 
remember it; nor could he have the erroneous cognition of 
it. He may have the erroneous cognition of shell as a bright 
substance but he may not be able to identify it as silver as 
he does not have the latent impression of silver owing to 
the absence of the prior experience of silver. It is to em- 
phasise that latent impression of silver which would arise 
only from the prior experience of silver is necessary to have 
the erroneous cognition of silver or the recollection of it, 
the expression piirvadrsta is given. The similarity between 
the object superimposed and the one that is recollected 
consists in this that both are the content of the cognition 
arising from latent impression.* 
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It might be said: silver is said to be the content of the 
cognition that arises from latent impression. In that case 
that cognition could only be recollection, as that which 
arises from latent impression is only recollection. Gonsequ- 
ently its object, namely, silver too is only remembered and 
is not the one that is similar to what is remembered. 


The above objection is answered by saying that re- 
collection arises only from latent impression, while erroneous 
cognition arises not only from latent impression but also 
from the knowledge of the substratum in its general aspect 
as ‘this’ and defect either in the substratum or in the sense- 
organ. We shall explain this in some detail: 


l. In order that there may be the superimposition of 
silver upon shell, what is required is the knowledge of shell 
in its general aspect as ‘this’. If one has the knowledge of 
shell in its specific aspect as shell, then there is no possibi- 
lity of mistaking it for silver. 


The knowledge of the substratum in its gencral nature 
may arise from contact of defective sense-organ as in the 
present case. But there are instances of superimposition 
such as dream objects and mind upon the consciousness 
associated with avidyd. The latter which is the substratum 
must be known. And its knowledge cannot be had trom 
sense-contact as the consciousness conditioned by avidyd 
transcends sense-contact. But, being  seli-luminous, it 
manifests of its own accord in its general aspect as mere 
consciousness. It is not manifest in its specific aspect as 
non-dual consciousness as it is veiled by avidyd. Hence 


the condition of superimposition of an object upon a sub- 


stratum is that the latter must be known in its general aspect 


either through sense-contact or of its own accord. 


9. The cognition of the substratum in its general 
aspect through sense-contact would arise only when 
there is defect in the sense-organ like defective eye-sight. 
It must be noted here that this condition is applicable 
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only in those cases where the substratum of superimposi- 
tion can come within the range of sense-contact. It is 
not applicable in the cases of superimposition of mind, etc., 
upon the consciousness conditioned by avidyd, as the latter 
transcends sense-contact. 


Defect in the substratum of superimposition too is the 
cause of superimposition. Silver is not superimposed on a 
rope but only upon a shell. This shows that there must be 
some similarity between the substratum of superimposition 
and the object superimposed. And the similar feature 
common to both in the case of shell-silver illusion is bright- 
ness. And it is this similarity that is characterized as defect 
in the substratum of superimposition. Here also it should 
be noted that similarity does not pervade all cases of super- 
imposition. In the case of superimposition of mind upon 
the consciousness conditioned by avidya or of yellow colour 
upon the conch, or blue colour upon space, we do not have 
any similar feature common to the ground of superimposi- 
tion and the object superimposed. 


We have already stated that latent impression is the 
cause of superimposition. Besides this, as we have explained 
now, defect in the substratum of superimposition and also 
in the sense-organ and the knowledge of the substratum in 
its general aspect constitute its cause. Thus since super- 
imposition or erroneous cognition of silver does not arise 
only from latent impression, the content of erroneous cogni- 
tion is different from what is recollected. But since latent 
impression too plays a vital role in the rise of the erroneous 


cognition, the content of the latter is said to be similar to 
the one that is recollected. 


Tosum up this part of the discussion: in a piece of shell 
there arises the erroneous cognition of silver on the strength 
of the cognition of shell in its general aspect due to contact 
with defective eye-sight and also of the latent impression 
of silver. The content of the erroneous cognition too must 
be admitted to be caused by the above factors. And it 
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conforms to the definition of adhydsa, namely, that which is 
manifested in a substratum wherein it does not exist. This 
fact is explained by the two expressions smrtiripah and 
purvadrsta.’ Silver is similar to the one that is recollected 
and it appears due to latent impression born out of prior 
experience in a substratum wherein it does not exist." 


We have so far shown that the definition of adhydsa is 
applicable to the content of erroneous cognition. It is 
applicable to the erroneous cognition too. It is thus: errone- 
ous cognition (of silver) is a kind of knowledge (avabhasah); 
it is similar to recollection (smrtiriipah) and it arises owing 
to latent impression born out of the prior experience (of 
silver) [parvadrstah| and it comprehends an object in a sub- 
stratum where it does not exist (paratra).® 


From the above it follows that the definition of adhydsa, 
namely, smrtiriipah paratra piirvadrstivabhdsah is applicable 
in respect of both the erroneous cognition and its content. 


The content — silver is characterized as .anirvacaniya, 
that is, indeterminable either as real or as an absolute no- 
thing. That alone is real which is not sublated in the three 
divisions of time. The silver that appears in a shell is sub- 
lated by the subsequent cognition of the form ‘Here is not 
silver’. Hence it cannot be real. An absolute nothing is 
that which is never presented in a cognition. But silver 
appears in the cognition ‘This is silver’. Hence it isnot an 
absolute nothing. It cannot be real and an absolute nothing 
at once, because it is a discrepant notion. Hence it is 
designated as something different from either real or an 


absolute nothing.’ 


Silver is only occasionally presented in a shell. Hence 
its material cause must be referred to. The latter must 
obviously be of the same order as silver — the effect. This 
means that it must also be indeterminable. It is modal 
ignorance or tūlajñāna present in the conscionsness condi- 
tioned by the shell that is misapprehended, In the case of 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


244. Three Little Known Advaitins 


the superimposition of mind upon the consciousness, it is 
primal nescience or mildjfidna present in the consciousness 
that serves as the material cause. 


According to the Advaitins, when a shell is mistaken 
for silver, for instance, what happens is this: when a defec- 
tive sense of sight comes into contact with the shell in front, 
mind also comes out through the sense of sight, reaches the 
place of the object and undergoes modification in the form 
of ‘this’ and not in the form of shell because of defect in the 
sense of sight. Now the three delimiting conditions of con- 
sciousness, namely, mind, its modification and the object 
are located in one and the same place and assuch the con- 
sciousness delimited by all the three is one andthe same, This 
accounts for the immediate nature of the cognition ‘this’ 
and also of the object ‘this’. This point has been explained 
earlier in detail in the chapter on Perceptuality of Knowledge. 


Then, owing to latent impression aided by imperfect 
vision and owing to the similarity between ‘this, and silver, 
the tilajfana present in the consciousness conditioned by 
the ‘this-element? undergoes transformation into an object 
of the form of silver and into an apparent cognition of 
silver of the form ‘This is silver’. The latter is a cognitive 
modification of avidyé. Thus Advaitins regard erroncous 
Cognition as a complex consisting of two cognitive factors, 
one of them being a mode of mind in the form ‘this’ and 


the other being a mode of avidy@ in the form ‘This is 
silver’.'° 


Now an objection is raised: in order that there may 
be the erroneous cognition of silver upon the shell, the per- 
ceptual knowledge of the general aspect of shell as ‘this’ is 
required. Knowledge, according to Advaita, is only the 
mode of mind or the mental state in the form of an object 
inspired by the reflection of consciousness in it. And it 
becomes perceptual when it becomes identical with the 
consciousness conditioned by the object. 


Such an identity 
is possible only when the żūlājñāna present 


in the conscious- 
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ness conditioned by the object is removed. And talajfidna 
will be removed by the mental state in the form of object. 
Thus in order that there may be the perceptual knowledge 
of shell as ‘this’, removal of tuldjiidna by the mental state 
in the form of ‘this’ is necessary. And if tildjiidna is re- 
moved, there cannot be the rise of silver and the cognition 
of it; for, tuldjiidna is the cause of the latter. If tulajfidna 
is not removed, then perceptual knowledge of shell as ‘this’ 
is impossible. Asa result there cannot be the erroneous 


cognition of silver. 


‘The above difficulty can be overcome by admitting a 
distinction within the substratum as ddhdra and adhisthana. 
The element which appears in the erroneous cognition as 
related to the superimposed object is termed ddhdra; and 
the element whose misapprehension leads to the presenta- 
tion of something else in its place is adhisthdna. In the case 
of shell-silver illusion, it is the this-element of shell that 
appears in relation to the superimposed object — silver and 
so it is the @dhdra. The misapprehension of shell in its 
specific aspect consisting of black exterior, triangular form, 
etc., leads to the apprehension of silver and so the specific 
aspect of shell is termed adhisthdna. Now the tūläjñāna 
present in the specific aspect of shell, that is, the adhisthana 
is the material cause of silver. It is not removed by the 
mental state in the form ‘this’. The iiilajhidna present in 
the ८८८७४८, that is, the consciousness conditioned by the 
general aspect of the shell is removed by the mental state 
in the form ‘this’ thereby leading to the perceptual know- 
ledge of ‘this’ — the general nature of the substratum. 
Hence there is no impossibility as regards the rise of the 
erroneous cognition of silver." It may be added here that 
the distinction of the substratum into @dhara and adhisthana 
was first made by Sarvajiatman in his SamksepaSariraka." 


rds the view of some other precep- 
tors who do not favour the admission of two ¢tiéldajnana-s, 
one present in the consciousness conditioned by the general 
aspect of shell and the other, 10 the consciousness condi- 


Appayyadiksita reco 
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tioned by the specific aspect of it. They are of the view 
that the erroneous cognition of the form ‘This is silver’ 
involves reference to the identity between the this-element 
and silver and hence it is but proper to hold that it is only 
the ‘this-element’ that serves as the substratum of silver. 
Consequently there is only one tiil@jiidna present in the 
consciousness conditioned by the ‘this-element’ of the shell. 
When the mental state of the form of ‘this’ arises, it is only 
the dvardna-phase of the tuldjfidna that is removed and 
the viksepa-phase of it continues to exist. It is this viksepa- 
phase that serves as the material cause of silver and its 
cognition. Hence, according to this view, the material cause 
of silver and its cognition is the viksepa-phase of the 
tulajndna present in the consciousness conditioned by the 
this-element of the shell and it is not removed by the 
mode of mind in the form of ‘this’. The dvarana-phase 
of the tulajnana, however, is removed thus enabling the 
manifestation of the shell in its general aspect. It is the 


latter that serves as the efficient cause of the rise of silver 
and its cognition." 


The preceptor Kavitarkikacakravarti Nrsimhabhatto- 
padhyaya at this stage argues that in cases of erroneous 
cognitions there are not two cognitive modes — one of the 
nature of the mode of mind in the form of ‘this’ which arises 
earlier and another of the nature of the mode of avidyd in 
the form ‘This is silver’ that arises subsequently. On the 
other hand, there is only one cognitive mode ofthe form 
‘This is silver’ and it is only a mode of mind. Jt is thus: the 
tulajnana that is present in the consciousness conditioned 
by the ‘this-element’ of the shell becomes efficacious in 
giving rise to its effect when there is the contact of defective 
sense of sight with the shell. In the next moment, it gets 
itself transformed into silver. At the same time there arises 
the cognitive mode of mind in the form ‘this’. This cogni- 
tive mode of mind comprehends the ‘this-element? as 
associated with silver that has arisen along with it. And 
the cognition ‘This is silver’ is a single mode of mind.‘ 
Since there does not arise the initial mode of mind in the 
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fi . 9 . . py, 
orm of ‘this’, the question whether it removes the ¢alajiidna 
present in the consciousness conditioned by the ‘this-element’ 
or not does not arise at all." 


It follows from the above that according to Kavitarkika 
the whole of the erroneous cognition of the form ‘This is 
silver’ is only a mode of mind. This is against the preva- 
lent view in Advaita according to which erroneous cogni- 
tions of the above kind consist of two cognitive modes, one of 
the mode of mind referring to ‘this’ and another of the mode 
of avidyā referring to the identity of the ‘this-element’ and 
silver. It may be added here that those who admit the 
mode of mind in the form ‘this’ are known as dharmi-jiidna- 
kdrana-vdadin-s as according to them the consciousness 
reflected in the mode of mind in the form ‘this’ is the cog- 
nition of the substratum in its general aspect and it serves 
as the cause of erroneous cognition of silver in the form 
‘This is silver’. Further according to them the conscious- 
ness conditioned by the ‘this-element’ becomes free from 
the veil of talajidna by the operation of the mode of mind 
in the form ‘this’. And the cognition of the form ‘This is 
silver’ is of the nature of that consciousness. It is sakst- 
pratiti. According to Kavitarkika, it is the contact of defec- 
tive sense with the substratum that is the cause of erroneous 
cognition. And the cognition of the form ‘This is silver’ is 
of the nature of the mode of mind." 

s the contention of the dharmt-jndana- 
kdrana-vddin-s by stating that the mode of mind in the 
form ‘this’ is not given in experience. It is not to be 
assumed on the strength of the effect, namely, erroneous 
Nor is it to be admitted on the basis of the 
In other words, it is not 


Kavitarkika reject 


cognition too. 
presence of certain causal factors. 
anubhavasiddha or karyakalpya or samagrikalpya. प न We : shall 
explain his position, the position of the dharmi- jfidna-karana- 
vadin-s and Acyutakrsnananda’s critical appraisal of Kavi- 
tarkika’s position. 


Kavitarkika states 
form of ‘this’ is not given in experience, 


that the mode of mind in the 
as no one has the 
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experience of a duality of cognition as ‘this’ and ‘This 18 
silver."* 


Kavitarkika then proceeds to say that the mode of 
mind in the form of ‘this’ need not be assumed on the 
strength of the effect, namely, erroneous cognition. It is 
thus: dharmt-jiidna-kdrana-vidin is of the view that there 
arises the erroneous cognition of silver, only when there is 
the contact of defective sense with the object in front and 
not otherwise. ‘This contact gives rise to the knowledge of 
the general nature of the object as ‘this’. Then there results 
the erroneous cognition of silver. This means that the 
mode of mind in the form of ‘this’ is an essential condition 
for the subsequent rise of the erroneous cognition. 


Kavitarkika rejects the above contention by stating 
that it is easier to assume that the contact of defective sense 
itself is the cause of the erroneous cognition in the form ‘This 
is silver. We need not assume that from such a contact there 
arises the modeof mind in the form ‘this’ which is the dharmi- 


Jiidna and that it serves as the cause of erroneous cogni- 
tion." 


It might be said that contact of sense-organ does not 
pervade all cases of erroneous cognitions, but the dharmi- 
Jiidna does so. In the case of erroneous cognition of mind 
upon the consciousness conditioned by avidy@, there can be 
no sense-contact with the latter. Yet, since it is manifested 
of its own accord by being self-luminous, we have the 
dharmi_jiidna and hence there is the erroneous cognition of 
mind upon it. From this it follows that dharmt-jridna covers 
all cases of erroneous cognition, while contact of sense is not 
so. This means that prior to the rise of the erroneous cog- 
nition, one must have the knowledge of the substratum — 
dharmi-jfiana which is the mode of mind in the form “this’.° 


Kavitarkika argues that if the consciousness condition- 
ed by avidy could manifest of it its own accord and there- 
by serves as the cause of the erroneous cognition of mind 
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upon it, then the consciousness conditioned by the ‘this 
element’ of the shell too can manifest of its own accord and 
thus serve as the cause of the erroneous cognition of silver. 
This means that the contact of sense-organ with the ‘this- 
element’ of shell is not at all necessary and so even prior to 
such a contact there could arise the erroneous cognition of 
silver. This, however, is not the case. 


The dharmi-jndna-kdrana-vadin might say that in the 
case of the erroneous cognition of an apparently real object 
like shell-silver, the substratum, namely, the consciousness 
conditioned by the ‘this-element’ is veiled by tilajridna and 
so there is not the manifestation of the above consciousness. 
In order that there may be the manifestation of the latter, 
what is required is the removal of tūlājħñāna. The latter 
can take place only when there arises the mode of mind in 
the form this’, which, in turn, would arise only when there 
is sense-contact. Hence there is no possibility of the rise of 
the erroneous cognition of silver prior to sense-contact with 
the ‘this-element’ of shell. It comes to this: because of 
contact of the defective sense of sight with shell, there arises 
the mode of mind in the form ‘this’ which, through the 
removal of tuldjfdna, attains to the state of the direct 
knowledge of the substratum — ‘this’ (dharmi-jndana). The 
latter serves as the cause of the erroneous cognition of silver. 
Thus dharmi-jfidna or the mode of mind in the form of ‘this’ 
is an essential condition of the erroneous cognition of 


apparently real objects like silver.” 


Kavitarkika is of the view that the above rule that 
dharmi-jfidna which results from sense-contact is essential 
for the rise of the erroneous cognition of the apparently 
real objects like silver lacks correspondence in the cases of 
the erroneous cognition of conch as yellow in colour.” It is 
thus: according to the theory that dharmi- jhina of the form 
of the mode of mind inspired by the reflection of conscious- 
ness in it is the cause of the erroneous cognition of appar- 
ently real objects, there arises first, because of'sense-contact, 
the mode of mind in the form ‘this’ which removes the tula- 
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jiiana present in the consciousness conditioned by the ‘this- 
element’. The consciousness is manifested thereby and 
there is then the erroneous cognition of an object.’ 


In the case of the erroneous cognition of a conch as 
yellow, the question arises whether the mode of mind in the 
form of ‘this’ that arises from sense-contact comprehends 
the mere conch, or the conch as associated with white colour 
or the conch as associated with yellow colour. The first 
alternative does not hold good because there could be no 
visual mode of mind in the form ofa colourless entity. For, 
otherwise there could arise a visual mental state or mode of 
mind in the form of air too.*° 


The second alternative too does not hold good. If the 
conch is cognized as associated with white colour, then 
there is no possibility of the rise of the erroneous cognition 
of yellow colour.*’ It cannot also be said that the conch is 
cognized as associated with yellow colour. It is because, 
according to the dharmi-jiidna-karana-vddin who maintains 
two cognitive modes, conch as associated with yellow colour 
is the content of the second mode which is the mode of 
avidyd. If it is comprehended by the first cognitive mode 
itself which is the mode of mind, then there would be no 
need for a second cognitive mode. Thus in the erroneous 
cognition of the form of ‘The conch is yellow’ we cannot 
maintain the initial cognitive mode in the form ‘this’.”° 
Thus the rule that dharmi-jiidna that results from sense- 
contact is essential for the rise of the erroneous cognition of 
apparently real objects like silver lacks correspondence in 


the case of erroneous cognition of conch as yellow in 
colour. 


The dharmi-jiiana-karana-vadin might say that within 
the fold of the erroneous cognition of apparently real objects, 
it is only in respect of shell-silver, dharmi-jriana is admitted 
to be the cause and not in respect of yellow colour in the 
conch. Hence dharmi-jfidna is necessary to account for the 
rise of the erroneous cognition of certain a 


Š pparently real 
objects.’ 
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Kavitarkika rejects the above contention by pointing 
out that if dharmi jiidna is not admitted to be the cause of 
the erroneous cognition of conch as yellow, then one must 
admit that the contact of defective sense at least is its cause. 
Otherwise there would arise the contingency of the rise of 
such an erroneous cognition even prior to the sense-contact.*° 
Hence it is better to assume on the basis of parsimony that 
in respect of all erroneous cognitions of apparently real 
objects it is only the contact of defective sense that is the 
cause.*! Dharmi-jiidna is not, therefore, necessary. 


Acyutakrsnananda is of the view that it is not correct 
tosay that it is only the contact of defective sense with the 
substratum is the cause of the erroneous cognition of all 
apparently real objects. It is because ‘there are instances 
of erroneous cognitions such as dream objects which are 
apparently real wherein we have only the direct knowledge 
of the substratum — the consciousness conditioned by 
avidyd There cannot be sense-contact with it as it trans- 
cendssense-contact. The direct knowledge of the substratum, 
however, is due to its self-luminous nature. From this it 
follows that dharmi-jfidna is essential for the rise of the 
erroneous cognition of all apparently real objects. In the 
case of the erroneous cognition of apparently real objects 
like silver too, the contact of defective sense with the sub- 
stratum is useful in giving rise to the mode of mind which 
reveals the substratum, namely, the consciousness condition- 
ed by the ‘this-element’ of the shell by removing the tula- 
jiidna present in it. And it is the mode of mind inspired by 
the reflection of such a consciousness 1s known as dharmi- 
jiidna or the knowledge of the substratum in its general 
nature. Thus while contact of defective sense does not 
pervade all cases of erroneous cognitions of apparently real 
objects, dharmi-jiidna does 50. Hence dharmi-jnana is the 
the essential condition of erroneous cognitions ol all appa- 


rently real objects.” 
Kavitarkika might say that dharmi-jiidna too does not 


pervade all cases of erroneous cognitions of apparently real 
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objects, as in the case of the erroneous cognition of conch 
as yellow we cannot have it as explained earlier. We can 
have only sense-contact with the substratum and it gives 
rise to the cognition of yellow colour,’ 


Acyutakrsnananda disproves the contention of 
Kavitarkika set forth in the above paragraph. He argues 
that even in the case of the erroneous cognition of conch 
as yellow in colour, one can maintain the contact of defec- 
tive sense and the mode of mind in the form of conch that 
results from it. It is thus: just as the specific features of 
the shell, namely, black exterior, etc., are not comprehen- 
ded by the sense of sight prior to the illusory cognition of 
silver, in the same way, because of defect in the sense of 
sight, the white colour of the conch is not comprehended 
prior to the cognition of yellow colour in it. In order that 
an object may be comprehended by the sense of sight, what 
is essential is that that object must possess colour. Air does 
not come within the range of sense of sight because it does 
not possess colour. But it is not an invariable rule that the 
colour that is present in the object must become the content 
of the mode of mind that arises through the function of 
sense of sight. In the case of the conch, it possesses white 
colour and hence it comes within the range of sense of 
sight. But due to defect in the sense of sight, the white 
colour is veiled and the conch alone is comprehended. 
This view is advocated by Vacaspatimisra in his Bhamati.** 


Acyutakrsnananda further states that the rise of the 
mode of mind in the form of conch prior to the rise of the 
cognition of yellow colour in it can be explained in another 
way too. The sense of sight comes into contact with the 
conch and there arises the mode of mind in the form of conch 
as associated with white colour. Yet the defect in the sense 
of sight is the factor that prevents the comprehension of 
the class-characteristic — whiteness that is present in the 
white colour. Thus there arises the mode of mind in the 
form of conch. The white colour of it is either veiled or 
the whiteness present in the white colour 18 not comprehen- 
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ded because of defect in the sense of sight. It is this mode 
of mind when inspired by the reflection of consciousness in 
it is the knowledge of the substratum, that is, the dharmi- 
jidna.* And it serves as the cause of the erroneous cogni- 
tion of yellow colour in the conch. The erroneous cogni- 
tion is only the mode of avidyd. When it is thus clear that 
dharmi-jiidna, through contact of defective sense of sight, 
can be had even in the case of the erroneous cognition of 
conch as yellow, it is only in a superficial manner Kavitar- 
kika has said that one cannot have dharmi-jiidna therein." 
It follows from this that dharmi-jfiana which is only the 
cognitive mode of mind in the form of the substratum is 
there in all cases of erroneous cognitions; and so the ques- 
tion whether tildjfidna present in the consciousness condi- 
tioned by the substratum is removed by it or not does arise. 


The dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vadin emphasizes the need 
for dharmi-jiidna as the cause of erroneous cognition in 
a different manner thus: erroneous cognition of conch 
as yellow does not require the knowledge of similarity 
between the conch and the yellow colour—its substratum 
and content. But erroneous cognition of shell-silver does 
stand in need of the knowledge of similarity betwecn the 
‘this-element’-—the general aspect of the shell and silver—its 
substratum and content. The ‘this-element’ and silver 
are similar in this that they have the common feature 

` of brightness. One cannot have the knowledge of similarity 
between the above two unless one has the knowledge of the 
latter. Thus the knowledge of similarity presupposes the 
knowledge of the substratum which is dharmi-jfidna. The 


latter thus is essential in order to have the erroneous cogni- 


tion of the apparently real object like silver.” 


If it is said by Kavitarkika that it is merely the 
contact of defective sense that is the cause of the GOGO 
cognition of shell-silver, then there could arise the 
erroneous cognition of silver even upon & rinde when the 
latter isin contact with a defective sense-organ. 
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Kavitarkika argues that similarity is admitted to be 
the cause. But it is enough if it is merely present and it 
need not be known. Since in a cinder similarity with 
silver does not exist, there is no erroneous cognition of 
silver upon it. What Kavitarkika wants to emphasize 
is that similarity need not be known. The result is that 
one need not have the knowledge of the substratum as 
associated with the features common to the object that is 
superimposed. Hence there does not result the knowledge 
of the substratum or dharmi-jfidna.” 


The dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vidin is of the view that if 
similarity were admitted to be the cause without being 
known, then there cannot: be the erroneous cognition 
of an object on the basis of the delusion of similarity 
between the substratum and the content of erroneous 
cognition.“ In order to have the delusion of similarity, the 


latter must be known and it is not enough if it is merely 
present. 


The above view is illustrated thus: there is the 
erroneous cognition of a blue rocky surface upon the 
distant expanse of the waters of the ocean. Water has 
white colour and so it is in no way similar to a blue rocky 
surface. Hence it must be held that it js on the basis of the 
delusion of similarity’ between the water and the blue 
rocky surface there is the erroneous cognition of the latter 
upon the former. If similarity were admitted to be the 
cause of erroneous cognition by being merely present and 
not by being known, then in the above case, since simi 
larity is not present, there will be no erroneous cognition 
of a blue rocky surface upon water. But we do have such 
an erroneous cognition and it can be explained only by 
admitting that the substratum is falsely cognized to be blue 
in colour and it is on the basis of the assumed blue colour 
that is common to both the substratum, namely, 
the blue rocky surface there proceeds the erroneous cogni- 
tion of blue rocky surface upon the water. This erroneous 
cognition is thus based upon the knowledge of similarity. 


water and 
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The latter implies the knowledge of the substratum that 
has common features with the object superimposed. This 
is exactly the dharmi-jiidna and this serves as the cause of 
the erroneous cognition." 


Kavitarkika states that even according to the view 
that dharmi-jiidna is the cause of erroneous cognition, the 
contact of defective sense must be admitted to be the cause 


of dharmi-jiidna. Hence it could be said that the contact of 
defective sense itself is the cause of erroneous cognition.“ 


The dharmi jiidna-kdrana-vadin argues that dharmt- 
jiidna revives the latent impression of silver which is an 
auxiliary cause to the tilajiidna — the material cause of 
shell-silver and thus is responsible for the rise of the inde- 
terminable silver. If it is said that the contact of defective 
sense which gives rise to the dharmi-jiana is the cause, 
then itis to be admitted as the cause in respect of the origi- 
nation ofindeterminable silver. This, however, is not sound. 
It is because contact, unlike knowledge, is never known to 
be the cause of the origination of an object. Hence dharmi- 
jiiana must be admitted to be the cause of the origination 
of silver and not mere contact. Further it has already 


been said that if mere contact were the cause of erroneous 
wledge of similarity, there would 


cognition and not kno th 
f the erroneous cognition of silver 


arise the contingency 0 
upon a cinder. 


Kavitarkika is of the view that in order to explain the 
absence of the erroneous cognition of silver upon cinder 
with which there is sense-contact one need not admit that 
the knowledge of the substratum as possessing the qualities 
that are similar to the object superimposed is the cause. 
We can very well say that it is the very nature of shell and 
not of cinder to be the substratum of silver. This is illus- 
trated thus: there is the superimposition of blue colour on 
water only and not on pearls although both water and 
pearls are white. The reason is that it 1s the nature of 
water only and not of pearls to be the substratum of the 
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erroneous cognition of blue colour. Thus, without depen- 
ding upon the cognition of similarity, we can preclude the 
possibility of the rise of the erroneous cognition of silver 
upon cinder by stating that it is the innate nature of shell 
and not of cinder to be the substratum of the erroneous 
cognition of silver. Dharmi-jfidna, thercfore, is not neces- 
sary." 


The dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vaédin says that the above 
contention of Kavitarkika is wrong on the following ground: 
in a piece of cloth as such there is no superimposition of a 
lotus bud. But the superimposition of that is seen on that 
form of cloth when the latter is fashioned into the form of 
a lotus bud by scissoring. From this it is known that the 
superimposition of an object conforms to the existence of 
the cognition of similarity between the substratum and the 
object of superimposition. It does not at all conform to 
the nature of the substratum. For, if that were the case, 
then in a piece of cloth prior to its being fashioned into the 
form of a lotus bud, there would be the contingency of the 
superimposition of a lotus bud. Hence it must be held 
that superimposition is based not upon the innate nature 
of its substratum but on the cognition of similarity between 
the substratum and the object superimposed. The know- 
ledge of similarity involves the knowledge of the substratum, 
that is, dharmi-jiidna. The latter is, therefore, necessary for 
the rise of superimposition or erroneous cognition.“ 


Kavitārkika rejects the contention of the dharmi-jiidna- 
kérana-vddin thus: even on the view that the cognition of 
similarity is the cause of superimposition, its causality 
must be admitted only in respect of the superimpositions 
of silver, etc., which are obstructed by the cognition of the 
specific nature of the substratum.'* This means that when 
there is the cognition of the specific nature of the shell there 
will not be the erroneous cognition of silver. The cogni- 
tion of the specific nature of an object is opposed to either 
doubt or erroneous cognition in regard to that object. 
This is the view of Raghunatha Siromani set forth in his 
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Didhitt on the Anumitiprakarana of the Tattvacintémani." 
And Kavitarkika adopts this view. 


The erroneous cognition of yellow colour in the conch 
is not at all obstructed by the cognition of the specific 
nature of its substratum. There is the erroneous cognition 
of the form ‘The conch is yellow’, while we have the 
cognition of the specific nature of its substratum in the 
form ‘This has conchness which is invariably related to the 
absence of yellow colour’. There exists no similarity bet- 
ween the conch and the yellow colour and so we cannot 
maintain that knowledge of similarity is the cause of erro- 
neous cognition of this kind. 


It follows from the above that the cognition of simila- 
rity could be admitted as the cause of those erroneous 
cognitions only which are obstructed by the cognition of 
the specific nature of their respective substratum. Kavitar- 
kika argues that when it is said that the cognition of the 
specific nature of the substratum serves as an obstruction, 
then it amounts to saying that the causal aggregate of the 
obstructing cognition too, as causal aggregate, is an obstruc- 
tion. Hence we may say that an erroneous cognition of an 
object or its absence conforms to the non-existence or the 
existence of the causal aggregate of the cognition of its 
substratum. Hence there is no need for dharmi-jnana in the 


i 3 क्क 
form of ‘this’ prior to superimposition. 


It may be added here that the view that the causal 
aggregate of an obstructing cognition, as causal aggregate, 
is an obstruction is held by Gangesopadhyaya in his Tattva- 
cintémani.’’ It is said in the latter text that the valid 
knowledge of the absence of sidhya — the thing that is 
sought to be established in the paksa — the subject of infer- 
ence is the counteracting factor of the inferential knowledge 
of sadhya in the paksa. The valid knowledge that the paksa 
has the factor that is co-existent with the absence of sidhya 


is the cause of the valid knowledge that the paksa has the 


absence of sādhya — the valid knowledge that obstructs the 
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inferential cognition of s@dhya in the paksa. Thus the valid 
knowledge that the paksa has the factor that is co-existent 
with the absence of sédhya, as the cause of the cognition of 
the absence of sddhya, in the paksa, obstructs the inferential 
cognition of the presence of sédhya in the paksa.' 


Kavitarkika is of the view that when it is held that the 
causal aggregate of the obstructing cognition too is an 
obstruction, it is easicr to explain the absence of erroneous 
cognition of silver upona cinder without admitting the 
need for the knowledge of similarity that finally ends in 
dharmi-jiidna. Itisthus:in the case of cinder, there is the 
causal aggregate of the cognition of its specific nature, 
namely, black colour. The causal aggregate in the present 
case isthe mode of sense-contact, namely, identity with 
what is in conjunction [sarhyukta-tadatmya}]. The sense of 
sight is in conjunction with the cinder in which black 
colour exists through the relation of identity. It may be 
noted here that according to the Nyaya school, the mode 
of sense- contact in the present case would be inherence in 
what is in conjunction [saryukta-samavdya].®® The sense of © 
sight is in conjunction with the cinder in which black colour 
exists through the relation known as samavdya. Advaitins 
who do not admit samavaya’ 


admit an approximation to it 
in tédatmya.** 


Thus the causal aggregate of the cognition 
of the specific nature of cinder, namely, black colour serves 
as an obstruction as a result of which there is no super- 
imposition of silver upon cinder. Kavitarkika points out 
that even in the case of shell if there is the causal aggregate 
of the cognition of the specific nature of shell, namely, 
black exterior, then it serves as an obstruction and so there 
is no erroneous cognition of silver." If, on the other hand, 
there is the causal aggregate of the cognition of brightness 
which is the common feature of both the shell and the silver, 
then there is the absence of the causal aggregate leading to 
the cognition of the specific nature of shell and so there is 
the superimposition of silver.*? 
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It might be said, the causal aggregate leading to the 
cognition of brightness ofthe shell is only identity with 
what is in conjunction [samhyukta-tddatmya]. The sense of 
sight is in conjunction with the shell wherein brightness 
exists through the relation of identity. This causal aggre- 
gate is the same for the cognition of the specific nature of 
shell, namely, black colour too because the sense of sight is 
in conjunction with the shell wherein black colour exists 
through the relation of identity. Thus since the causal 
aggregate of the cognition of brightness of the shell that is 
conducive to the rise of the superimposition of silver and of 
the cognition of the specific nature of shell which is an ob- 
structing factor of the above superimposition is one and the 
same, there is the unwelcome position of the absence 
of superimposition of silver even when there is the causal 
aggregate of the cognition of the brightness of the shell. 
But we do have the superimposition of silver when there is 
sense-contact with brightness of the shell. To get over this 
difficulty it must be held that the cognition of similarity, 
that is, of the feature of brightness, constitutes a defect and 
it is the cause of the superimposition. The causal aggre- 
gate leading to the cognition of the specific nature of the 
shell is impeded by the above defect and so there does not 
result the cognition of the specific nature of the shell. द In 
the absence of the latter there ensues the superimposition 
of silver. Thus to avoid the unwelcome position of the 
absence of the rise of the superimposition of silver even 


when there is sense-contact with the brightness-aspect of 


the shell, Kavitarkika has to admit that the cognition of 
, 
s as a defect and the sense-contact as asso- 


similarity serve uy ge 
fficacious in giving rise to the 


ciated with this defect is not € 
nition or the specific nature of the shell, As a result 


COs 9 in 2 

there is the rise of the superimposition oF erroneous ७ 
tion of silver. If cognition of similarity is admitted as a 
defect then we have the knowledge of the substratum too 


which is dharmi-jitana. The latter, therefore, is necessary 


tti 4 58 
for the erroneous cognition of silver. 
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This part of the discussion may be summed up as 


follows: the mode of contact, namely, identity with what is 


in conjunction (satnyukta-tadatmya) is the causal aggregate 
of both the cognition of brightness and the cognition of the 
specific nature of the shell which is the obstructing factor 
of the superimposition of silver. Thus when there is sense- 
contact with only that which is similar to silver, namely, 
brightness there is the superimposition of silver. But the 
latter could not arise as this sense-contact would give rise 
to the cognition of the specific nature of the shell which 
obstructs the rise of superimposition. To overcome this 
difficulty, the dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vidin has suggested that 
one must admit some defect by being associated with which 
this mode of sense-contact becomes ineffective in giving 
rise to the specific cognition of the shell and thus enables 
the rise of the superimposition of silver. This defect, accor- 
ding to the dharmi-jitdna-kdranavadin, is the knowledge 
of brightness that constitutes similarity to silver. The 
knowledge of similarity involves reference to the knowledge 


of the substratum — the dharmi-jiiana. Dharmti-jiidna, 
therefore, is necessary, 


Kavitarkika argues that it is true that some defect 
must be admitted and that defect is not knowledge of simi- 
larity as the dharmt-jidna-karana-vadin thinks. It is only 
distance. Hence even as adefect the knowledge of similarity 
does not function as a cause. As a result there cannot be 
the knowledge of the substratum which is’ dharmi-jiidna.” 


Kavitarkika makes his position explicit by stating that 
knowledge of similarity does not neutralize the function of 
the mode of sense-contact that gives rise to the cognition of 
the specific nature of shell. It is because after noticing 
silver one goes near and perceives the glitter-aspect that 
constitutes similarity to silver. At the same time one 
perceives the specific nature of the shell too. From this it 
is clear that the cognition of similarity is not at all an 
obstacle to the causal aggregate of the cognition of the 
specific nature of the shell. Hence it must be said that the 
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latter is rendered ineffective not by the cognition of simila- 
rity but by the defect, namely, distance.’ Thus even with- 
out the knowledge of similarity there would be the super- 
imposition of silver when the causal aggregate of the speci- 
fic cognition is neutralized by the defect, namely, distance. 


Kavitarkika proceeds to say that just as there is the 
superimposition of silver without the knowledge of simila- 
rity, there could be the superimposition of a blue rocky 
surface upon the distant expanse of the waters of the ocean. 
It is thus: in respect of the superimposition of a blue rocky 
surface upon the waters, the specific cognition of white 
colour of the water and that of watery expanse constitute 
the counteracting factors. Thus the causal aggregates lead- 
ing to the above cognition too are the counteracting factors. 
It follows that the non-existence of the causal aggregates 
of the above two cognitions would lead to the superimposi- 
tion of a blue rocky surface upon the waters of the ocean. 
The causal aggregate leading to the specific cognition of 
white colour of the water is the mode of contact, namely, 
the identity with what is in conjunction (sainyukta-tdda- 
tmya). The sense of sight is in contact with water wherein 
the white colour exists through the relation of identity. 


The blue colour in the waters of the ocean is noticed 
not only from a distance but even when one goes near it. 
Hence there is some defect that invariably causes the super- 
imposition of blue colour. It is this defect with which the 
causal aggregate is associated. As a result the- causal 
aggregate ceases to be an obstructing factor of superimposi- 


tion. 

because of the defect, namely, dis- 
namely, contact [samyoga] of 
f the ocean that normally 
be an ocean is impeded. 


In the same way, 
tance, the causal aggregate, 
sense of sight with the waters 0 


reveals the watery expanse to DC 
Hence this causal aggregate too which leads to the specific 


cognition of the ocean and thereby obstructs the erroneous 
cognition of it as a blue rocky surface is impeded. Thus the 
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two causal aggregates lose their character of being obstruct- 
ing factors and so there is the superimposition of blue rocky 
surface upon the waters of the ocean."' 


In the same way, even without depending upon the 
knowledge of similarity one would explain the superimposi- 
tion of a lotus bud upon the cloth which is fashioned into 
that form by scissoring. It is thus: the causal aggregate of 
the specific cognition of the extended form of the cloth is 
the counteracting factor of the superimposition of a lotus 
bud. When the cloth is fashioned into the form of a lotus 
bud by scissoring, the causal aggregate of the extended form 
of the cloth which is the counteracting factor of the super- 
imposition of a lotus bud is not present and hence there 
will be its superimposition. Thus there is no need for ad- 
mitting the knowledge of similarity as the cause of the 
superimposition of a lotus bud.” 


Kavitarkika concludes by saying that the knowledge 
of similarity is not the essential condition of superimposi- 
tion. This means that one need not have the knowledge 
of the substratum of superimposition — dharmi-jiidna as 
possessing the features similar to the object superimposed. 
Dharmi-jiiana is not, therefore, necessary. 


Acyutakrgnananda critically examines the position of 
Kavitarkika. He says that Kavitarkika is of the view that 
the knowledge of brightness that constitutes similarity to 
silver is noticed along with the knowledge of shell in its true 
nature when one goes near the shell-silver and so the former 
is not at all an obstacle to the causal aggregate of the speci- 
fic cognition of shell. He holds that it is only distance that 
serves as the defect. This position of Kavitarkika is not 
sound. It is because a person who is at a distance may per- 
ceive a shell as shell. It follows that distance does not always 
serve as an obstacle to the causal aggregate of the specific 
cognition of the shell. Ifit is argued that in respect of 
certain superimpositions, that too at certain times, distance 
serves as an obstacle to the causal aggregate of the specific 
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cognition of an object, then knowledge of similarity too that 
exists ina flame causes the erroneous cognition of the form 
‘This is that flame’. It must be noted here that the flame 
is different at every moment and the cognition that the 
flame at a particular moment is the same as the one in the 
previous moment is certainly erroneous. What Acyuta- 
krgnananda wants to emphasize is that knowledge of simi- 
larity too serves as the cause of superimpositions by serving 
as a defect and by leading to the knowledge of the sub- 
stratum of superimposition [ dharmi-jitana]."° 


In the same way, in the case of the erroneous cognition 
of a blue rocky surface upon the waters of the ocean, it is 
true as Kavitarkika thinks that the absence of the causal 
aggregates of the specific cognitions of the white colour and 
also of the watery expanse is required. But by this much 
alone there cannot be the superimposition of a blue rocky 
surface upon the waters. On the other hand, it is only after 
acquiring the knowledge of similarity to the blue rocky 
surface owing to the delusion of blue colour and stationary 
nature in water, there results the above superimposition. 
That is why one who has such a superimposition when one 
is at a distance from the ocean says after drawing near to 
it thus: ‘I had the erroneous cognition of the ocean as a blue 
rocky surface as it appeared similar to the latter by being 
blue in colour and stationary; now the erroneous cognition 
18 removed’. Thus knowledge of similarity is the essential 


condition of this superimposition too." 


tion must be extended to the 


Exactly similar considera 
a lotus bud in a cloth that is 


case of the superimposition of a ( i 
fashioned into that form by scissoring. There is the experi- 


ence and the corresponding expression in the form ‘I had 
an erroneous cognition of this cloth as a lotus bud owing to 
its similarity to the latter; and, now it is removed’. This 
experience must be taken as the valid ground for establish- 
ing knowledge of similarity as the cause of specific kinds of 
erroneous cognitions. When once knowledge of similarity 
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is established as the cause of erroneous cognition, dharmi- 
jhidna as the cause ensues as a matter of course, 


The dharmi-jitdna-kadrana-vadin emphasizes the need for 
the knowledge of similarity as the cause of certain errone- 
ons cognitions in the following way: the knowledge of simi- 
larity which results from the contact of sense of sight and 
which is therefore visual in character is the cause of the 
erroneous cognition of an object by providing the dharmi- 
jiidna and also by serving asa defect. In the same way, 
the knowledge of similarity which results from the contact 
of tactile sense and which is therefore tactual in nature is 
the cause of the erroneous cognition of certain objects, But, 
according to Kavitarkika, the knowledge of similarity is 
not accepted as the cause of any erroneous cognition what- 
soever. It is only the contact of sense-organ that serves as 
the cause. This being the case, when there is the contact 
of tactile sense with a piece of iron held in one’s hand, the 
essential condition of erroneous cognition, namely, sense- 
contact is present and so there must arise the erroneous 
cognition of the silver, but it does not.” 


Kavitarkika argues that there would arise the errone- 
ous cognition of the silver in the above case too provided 
there exists the causal aggregate of the specific cognition 
that excludes copper, etc. If the latter exists, then there 
would arise the erroneous cognition of copper too and 


there would then be doubt regarding the exact content of 
the erroneous cognition. 


The dharmi-jiidna-ka@rana-vadin points out that at times 
there is the absence of the erroneous cognition of silver too 
in respect of the piece of iron held in one’s hand. This, 
however, is not possible in the view of Kavitarkika.: It is 
because, according to him, sense-contact exists, and the 
causal aggregate of the specific cognition of iron is not 
present and so there must necessarily be the erroneous 
cognition of silver. The dharmi-jfidna-kérana-vadin. how- 
ever, could easily explain the absence of ‘the erroneous 
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cognition by attributing it to the absence of the knowledge 
of similarity which is the cause of erroneous cognition." 


Kavitarkika answers the above objection by stating 
that according to the dharmt-jiidna-kdrana-vadin too there 
is the absence of the erroneous cognition of silver upon a 
shell when one goes near the shell although one has the 
knowledge of brightness that constitutes similarity to silver. 
From this it follows that the effect, namely, the erroneous 
cognition of silver does not exist when the cause, namely, 
the knowledge of similarity exists. In the same way, there 
can bethe absence of the erroneous cognition of silver 
upon a piece of iron, when the cause, namely, sense-contact 
exists. Hence knowledge of similarity which culminates in 
dharmi-jiidna need not be admitted as the cause of the 
erroneous cognition." 


It may be added here that it is true that when one 
goes near the shell there is the absence of the cognition of 
silver. It is also true that one has the knowledge of bright- 
ness that constitutes similarity to silver at that time. But 
one has the experience in the form ‘I had the mistaken 
notion of this piece of shell as silver on account of similarity 
between the two; and that mistaken notion is now re- 
moved’. This experience is the valid ground that proves 
that the knowledge of similarity is the cause of erroneous 
cognition.” It ends in dharmi-jiidna or the knowledge of 
the substratum in the form of ‘this’ which is only a cogni- 
tive mode of mind and which precedes the rise of the 
erroneous cognition of silver in the form ‘This is silver’ 
which is the cognitive mode of avidyd. Thus the cognitive 
mode of mind in the form of ‘this’ must be admitted on the 
strength of the effect, namely, the erroneous cognition. This 
is the view of the dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vadin. 


So far we have set forth the view of Kavitarkika that 
f mind in the form ‘this’ or dharmi- 
don the strength of the effect, 
We have also set forth 


the cognitive mode 0 

jiidna cannot be assume 

namely, the erroneous cognition. 
34 
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Acyutakrsnananda’s critical appraisal of Kavitarkika’s 
position. Now we shall deal with Kavitarkika’s view that 
the above cognitive mode of mind cannot be assumed on 
the strength of its cause, namely, sense-contact too. We 
shall also set forth Acyutakrsnananda’s views on Kavitar- 
kika’s position. 


Kavitarkika argues that the dharmi-jiidna-karana-vddin 
might say that dharmi-jridna must be assumed prior to the 
cognition of silver, as its cause, namely, the sense-contact 
with the object in front exists. According to him the cog- 
nitive mode of mind that arises due to sense-contact is a 
valid cognition in the form of mere ‘this’ preceding the rise 
of the erroneous cognition in the form ‘This is silver’ which 
arises later and which is a cognitive mode of avidyd. This, 
however, is not correct. The cognitive mode of mind which 
arises due to sense-contact is of the form ‘This is silver’ 
and itis erroneous. It is thus: the efficient cause of the 
superimposition of silver is the contact of defective sense, 
and the material cause is the ¿ūlāvidyā that is present in the 
consciousness conditioned by the ‘this-element’. The tēlā- 
vidya becomes efficacious in giving rise to its effect when 
the defective sense comes into contact with the ‘this-ele- 
ment’. During the next moment, it gets itself transformed 
into silver. At the same time there arises the mode of 
mind in the form of ‘this’ too. This mode of mind com- 
prehends the ‘this-element’ as associated with the silver 
that has arisen -along with it. Thus the cognition ‘This is 
silver’ is erroneous and it is the cognitive mode of mind.” 


The dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vadin might say that the con- 
tact of defective sense with the ‘this-element’ cannot give 
rise to the cognitive mode of mind in the form of silver on 
the following ground: in order that there may be the cog- 
nitive mode of mind in the form of silver, there must be 
sense-contact with it. But there could not be sense-contact- 
It is because silver is said to arise along with the mode 
of mind in the form ‘this’. So prior to the rise of the 
latter, silver does not exist and hence there cannot be sense- 
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contact with it, As a result, the cognitive mode of mind that 
arises because of the contact of defective sense with the ‘this- 
element’ cannot comprehend silver. Thus it is the absence 
of the cause of the rise of the cognitive mode of the form 
of silver that leads one to conclude that the cognitive mode 
of mind in the form of ‘this’ comprehends only the ‘this 
element’ that is the substratum of erroneous cognition." 


Kavitarkika rejects the contention of the dharmi-jiidna- 
kārana-vādin thus: the contact of defective sense with the 
‘this-element’ can very well be the cause of the cognitive 
mode that would comprehend silver too.” 


It might be said that if the contact of sense with a 
particular object could give rise to the mode of mind in 
respect of another object, then by the contact of sense with 
pot there may arise the mode of mindin the form of 
cloth." 


Kavitarkika argues that it must be assumed that in 
order that there may be the mode of mind in respect of a 
particular object —silver, what is necessary is that silver or 
the substratum where in silver exists through the relation 
of identity must come into contact with the defective sense. 
In the present case, the this-element is the substratum 
wherein silver exists through the relation ofidentity. The 
‘this-element’ comes into contact with the defective sense. 
And so there arises the mode of mind in the form of silver 
too. In thecase of pot which is in contact with the sense- 
organ, there cannot arise the mode of mind in the form of 
cloth, as pot is not the substratum wherein cloth exists 
through the relation of identity. It comes to this: silver 
exists through the relation of identity in the ‘this-element 
which is in contact with the defective sense. And the mode 
of mind that arises in the form of ‘this’ comprehends silver 
too. Hence there results the cognitive mode of mind in the 
form ‘Thisis silver’ and it is erroneous in nature. 


Kavitarkika further states that silver although is not. 
in direct contact with the sense of sight is to be admitted 
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as the content of the mode of mind that arises from such 
a contact as there is the experince of the form ‘I perceive 
the silver with the sense of sight’. 


The dharmt-jiidna-kdrana-vadin is of the view that the 
above experience is intelligible even otherwise. And he seeks 
to establish that the contact of sense of sight with the ‘this- 
element’ gives rise to the cognitive mode of mind in the 
form of ‘this’ only and not in the form of silver too. It is 
thus: according to the view that the apparently real silver 
is the content of the mode of mind that arises from sense- 
organ, one must assume that the contact of defective sense 
with a particular object, namely, ‘this’ gives rises to the 
mode of mind in the form of another object too, namely, 
silver. Further sense-contact which is well-known as the 
cause of cognition only is to be admitted as the cause of the 


origination of silver too. These two assumptions are quite 
unwarranted. 


It might be asked: if sense-contact is not the cause of 


the erroneous cognition of silver, then what else could be 
conceived as its cause? 


The dharmi-jriina-karana-vadin states that by the con- 
tact of sense-organ there arises the cognitive mode of mind 
in the form of ‘this’. It too is an efficient cause in respect 
of the erroneous cognition of silver. The tilajfiana rende- 
red effective by the mode of mind in the form of ‘this’ 
transforms itself into the form of silver. For the latter, the 
consciousness conditioned by the ‘this-element’? which is 
revealed by the mode of mind in the form of ‘this’ is the 
substratum. Thus silver is manifested by the conscious- 
ness-element which is known as séksi. Since the cognitive 
mode of mind which is the efficient cause is occasional, the 
erroneous cognition of silver too is occasional.” 


It might be said that if the shell-silver is manifested by 
the consciousness conditioned by the ‘this-element’, then 
how can we account for the experience of its being an 
object of the sense of sight in the form 


the sense of sight’. ‘I see the silver with 
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The dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vdadin states that the conscious- 
ness conditioned by the ‘this-element’ is the manifesting 
factor of the shell-silver. And in order that the conscious- 
ness may be manifested what is required is the mode of 
mind in the form ‘this’. The latter arises from the contact 
of sense of sight. Thus sense of sight is indirectly the cause 
of the shell-silver by giving rise to the cognitive mode of 
mind inthe form ‘this’ which reveals the consciousness con- 
ditioned by the ‘this-element’ that serves as the manifesting 
factor of shell-silver. Thus shell-silver for its manifesta- 
tion depends upon the sense of sight in an indirect manner, 
And it ison the basis of this indirect dependence there is the 
experience that silver is the object of the sense of sight.” 


Acyutakrspananda explains the above position on the 
basis of an analogy. The ‘this-ness’ is actually present in 
the ‘this-element’. But it is attributed to the silver- element 
as is evident from the experience ‘This is silver’. In the 
same way, the characteristic of being an object of the sense 
of sight is present in the ‘this-element’ only, But it is attri- 
buted to the shell-silver.”” 


Dharmi-jridna-kérana-vadin, therefore, concludes that 
the experience that the silver is an object of the sense of 
sight does not suggest that silver too is the content of the 
mode of mind as Kavitarkika imagines. The cognitive 
mode of mind that arises from sense-contact refers only to 
the ‘this-element’ and not to silver. Thus it is the presence 
of the contact of sense of sight—the causal aggregate, that 
forces us to assume the cognitive mode of mind in the form 


of ‘this’. 


So:far it has been said that according to the dharmi- 
jiiana-kdrana-vadin the contact of the defective sense of 
sight gives rises to the cognitive mode of poe in the form 
of ‘this’ only and not to that in the form of © his is silver 
as Kavitarkika thinks. The silver 1s manifested by the 
sakst and it is not the content of the cognitive mode of 


mind. 
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Kavitarkika rejects the above position thus: the sense- 
contact is admitted by the dharmi-jitdna-kdrana-vddin as 
giving rise to the cognitive mode of mind in the form of 
‘this’ — the substratum of superimposition and not to the 
one in the form of ‘This is silver’. But this position cannot 
be maintained by him in the case of the superimposition 
of yellow colour upon the conch. It is because the dharmi- 
jiiGna-kdrana-vadin has to state that the contact of sense of 
sight is responsible for giving rise to the cognitive mode of 
mind in the form of the substratum of superimposition 
only. Here the substratum is the conch. The sense of 
sight cannot give rise to the cognitive mode of mind in the 
form of mere conch as there could not be any visual mode 
of mind in the form of a colourless entity. It cannot give 
rise to the mode of mind in the form of conch as associated 
with white colour, because there will then be no possibility 
of the rise of the erroneous cognition of yellow colour. It 
cannot be said that the sense-contact gives rise to the mode 
of mind in the form of conch as associated with yellow 
colour. It is because the dharmi-jiténa-kdérana-vadin does 
not admit the superimposed object as the content of the 
mode of mind. Hence the dharmi-jfidna-karana-vadin can- 
not hold the view that sense-contact gives rise to the cogni- 
tive mode of mind in regard to the substratum of superim- 
position. In other words, the latter which is dharmi-jñāna 


cannot be assumed on the strength of the cause, namely, 
sense-contact.*' 


We have already set forth the view of Acyutakrsna- 
nanda that even in the case of the erroneous cognition of 
conch as yellow in colour, one can explain the contact of 
defective sense and the mode of mind in the form of conch 
that results from it. Hence the entire argument of Kavi- 
tarkika contained in the previous paragraph is unsound.” 


The dharmi-jriana-karana-vadin, however, admits for 
the sake of argument that the conch, without being associ- 
ated with colour, cannot come within the range of sense of 
sight. He proceeds to say that what js Superimposed upon 
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the conch isnot the yellow colour as such, but is only the 
relation of the yellow colour of the bile that is present in 
the eye. And the contact of sense of sight is required for 
the cognition of that yellow colour—the cognition which is 
essential for the superimposition of the relation of the latter 
to the conch.* 


It may be added here that this kind of superimposition 
is similar to the superimposition of red colour of a flower 
in a crystal. In acrystal which is placed near a red flower, 
there is the superimposition of the red colour of the latter. 
Unlike shell-silver, the red colour as such need not be 
admitted as an indeterminable creation because it is directly 
presented before us. So what is indeterminably created is 
only the relation of the red colour to the crystal.’ 


Kavitarkika raises the question whether the sense of 
sight comprehends the yellow colour in the bile that is 
present in the region of the eyes or that is present in the 
region of the conch to which place it has gone forth through 
the rays of the eyes.’ To either of the views there are diffi- 


culties. 


1. Ifthe first alternative were maintained, then there 
would arise the unwelcome position of the non-manifesta- 
tion of the conch as well as the relation of yellow colour to 
the conch. It is thus: the manifestation of the conch and 
of the relation of yellow colour to it may be due to the 
consciousness that is revealed by the mode of mind in the 
form of the yellow colour of the bile. Or it may be due to 
the consciousness that is revealed by the mode of mind in 
the form of conch as associated with yellow colour," 


sition does not hold good. It is because 
by the mode of mind in the form of the yellow colour of 
the bile present in the region of the eyes, it 1s only the con- 
sciousness conditioned by the yellow colour that is present 
in the region of the eyes that is revealed. And this revealed 
consciousness can have no contact with the conch and its 


The former po 
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relation to the yellow colour. Hence there cannot be the 
direct perception of the latter." 


The dharmi-jiidna- kdrana-vddin who admits that the 
superimposed object is manifested by the consciousness 
revealed by the mode of mind in the form of the substratum 
would not subscribe to the latter position according to which 
the superimposed object would be sensory by nature, 


2. According to the second alternative, namely, that 
the sense-contact comprehends the yellow colour of the 
bile that has gone forth together with the rays from the 
eyes to the region of the conch, there would no doubt 
result the manifestation of the conch and of the relation of 
the yellow colour to the conch. It is because by the mode 
of mind in the form of the yellow colour of the bile the 
consciousness conditioned by the conch would be revealed 
and it would manifest the conch as well as the relation of 
yellow colour to it. But there would arise the unwelcome 
position of the yellow colour being perceived by others 
too. It is thus: when a person with his eyes affected by 
bile sees the conch, then the yellow colour of the bile 
goes forth together with the rays from the eyes to the 
region of the conch and envelops the latter. Since the 
conch is thus associated with yellow colour, it will be 
perceived so by others too." 


The dharmt-jiidna-karana-vadin gets over the above 
difficulty thus: one could perceive a bird when it flies at a 
lofty height, only when one seesit starting from the ground 
to fly upward and watches its further movement through 
out. In the same way, he alone could perceive the yellow 
colour in the conch who sees the yellow colour of the bile 
throughout its course from the region of the eye to that of 
the conch. It is only the person whose eyes are affected 
by bile sees the yellow colour of the bile in the above man- 
ner and not others. So there does not arise the contin- 
gency of the yellow colour in the conch being perceived by 
others when the conch is looked at by a person with jaun- 
diced eyes.” 
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Kavitarkika disproves the above contention by stating 
that the illustration cited by the dharmi-jidna-kdrana- 
vadin does not serve the intended purpose. He who sees a 
bird flying at a lofty height instructs the other person thus: 
‘if you place your sense of sight close to that of mine, then 
you will also be able to see the bird that soars up in the 
sky’. The other person does so and perceives the bird. In 
the same way, if another person places his sense of sight 
close to that which is affected by bile, then he must also be 
able to see the conch as yellow in colour, This, however, 
is not the case.*? Hence it must be held that there does 
not arise from sense-contact the cognition of yellow colour. 
There could not arise the cognition of the mere conch or 
of the conch associated with white colour for the reasons 
set forth above. The only alternative that is left out is 
that by sense-contact there arises a cognitive mode of mind 
in the form ‘The conch is yellow’ which is erroneous in 
character. There does not arise the cognitive mode of mind 
in the form of ‘conch’ first and then the cognitive mode of 
avidyd in the form ‘conch is yellow’ as the dharmi-jiidna- 
kārana-vādin contends. Since in the above case there cannot 
arise the cognition of the substratum (dharmi-jhidna) by sense- 
contact, the contention of the dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vddin 
that dharmi-jfidna is to be assumed on the strength of its 
cause, namely, sense-contact is not logically sound. 


Kavitarkika extends this line of explanation to the 
cases of superimpositions such as blue colour upon the 
waters and the like. Sense-contact cannot give rise to the 
cognition of the mere substratum — water, that is unassocia- 
ted with any colour. For, there would be no visual mode 
of mind in the form of a colourless entity. In the same 
way, if sense-contact gives rise to the cognition of the sub- 
stratum—water as associated with white colour, then there 
is no possibility of the rise of the erroneous cognition of 
blue colour upon it. Hence it must be held that sense-con- 
tact gives rise to the cognitive mode of mind in the form 
‘The water is blue’ ‘Thus blue colour 1s sensory by nature. 


35 
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And prior to its erroneous cognition, there does not exist 
the cognitive mode of mind in the form of the substratum — 
dharmi-jhidna, as sense-contact, in the present case, cannot 
give rise to the latter. Hence the dharmt-jiidna or cognitive 
mode of mind in the form of the substratum cannot be 
maintained on the strength of the presence of sense-contact 
as the dharmi-jiiana-kdrana-vddin thinks.’ 


It may be added here that Acyutakrsnananda_ has 
proved that there can be dharmi-jiidna in the case of erro- 
neous cognitions of conch as yellow, etc.’ Hence Kavi- 
tarkika’s criticism has no basis whatsoever. 


To sum up this part of the discussion: the dharmi- 
Jhidna-kdrana-v@din argues that in the case of the erroneous 
cognition of silver, there first arises due to sense-contact, 
the cognitive mode of mind in the form of ‘this’, This is 
dharmt-jiidna and it serves as the cause of the cognition 
‘This is silver’ which is a cognitive mode of avidya. The silver 
is manifested by the consciousness conditioned by the ‘this 
element’. It is not sensory by nature. 


Kavitarkika is of the view that in the cases of errone- 
ous cognitions of the conch as yellow and water as blue, 
one cannot maintain the dharmi-jiidna due to sense-con- 
tact. One has to maintain that by sense-contact there 
arises the cognitive mode of mind in the form ‘Conch is 
yellow’ or ‘The water is blue’. The yellow colour as well 
as blue colour are sensory by nature. 


Acyutakrsnananda has proved that one can very 
well maintain dharmi-jfidna in the case of the erroneous 
cognitions of the conch as yellow in colour and the water as 
blue. The yellow colour and the blue colour are mani- 
fested by the consciousness conditioned by the conch and 
the water respectively. They are not sensory by nature. 


Kavitarkika now tries to prove that the object of 
erroneous cognition is only sensory by nature by citing as 
authority a text from the Paficapadika which is as follows: 
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andsvaditatiktarasasyapi balakasya 
madhure tiktatavabhdsah katha smaranam 
syat, ucyate — janmdntardnubhitatvat.’’ 


This text means: the experience of bitterness in the 
mother’s milk by an infant who has not yet tasted it is due 
to the latent impression of the experience of bitterness in 
the previous birth. 


Kavitarkika is of the view that the above text affirms 
that the object of erroneous cognition is sensory by nature. 
He proceeds to say that the experience ‘I perceive the silver 
with the sense of sight’ could be explained by stating that 
silver — the superimposed one is the content of the cognitive 
mode of mind that arises from the contact of sense of sight. 


The dharmi-jriana-kérana-vddin who admits that the 
superimposed object is manifested by the consciousness con- 
ditioned by the substratum—the ‘this-element’ states that 
the latter is revealed by the cognitive mode of mind in the 
form ‘this’ which arises from the functioning of sense of 
sight. Thus sense of sight is indirectly responsible for the 
manifestation of silver. And the experience ‘I perceive the 
silver with the sense of sight’ is based upon this indirect 


dependence upon the sense of sight. 


Kavitarkika argues that the above explanation could 
be offered by the dharmi-jfiana-karana-vadin only in respect 
of the experience ‘I perceive the silver with the sense of 
sight’. Here both the shell-silver and its substratum come 
within the range of sense of sight. But he cannot extend 
this line of explanation to the case of (> experience ‘I cog- 
nize bitterness with the gustatory sense’; for, the substra- 
tum and the superimposed entity are not comprehended 
by one and the same sense-organ. The substratum — the 
sweet substance is comprehended by the tactile sense, while 
the superimposed entity, by the gustatory sense. The 
dharmi-jfidna-kdrana-vadin who admits that the superimpo- 
sed entity is manifested by the consciousness conditioned by 
its substratum should explain the experience ‘I cognize 
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bitterness with the gustatory sense’ in the following way: 
bitterness — the superimposed object is manifested by the 
consciousness conditioned by the sweet substance. The latter 
is revealed by the cognitive mode of mind that arises from 
the contact of gustatory sense. Thus the manifestation of 
bitterness is dependent in an indirect manner upon the 
functioning of the gustatory sense. And it is on this basis 
there is the experience ‘I cognize bitterness with the gusta- 
tory sense’. This explanation of the dharmi-jidna-karana- 
vadin would hold good only if the sweet substance — the 
substratum could come into contact with the gustatory 
sense. But it isnot so. It comes into contact with the 
tactile sense. Hence the dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vddin cannot 
even hold that the experience ‘I cognize bitterness with the 
gustatory sense’ is based upon the indirect dependence 
upon the functioning of the gustatory sense.’ 


It is on the above ground that Kavitarkika says that 
it must be held that the tactile sense comes into contact 
with the sweet substance and thereby the consciousness 
conditioned by it is manifested. Then by the functioning 
of the gustatory sense affected by the bile there arises the 
indeterminable creation of bitterness. At the same time 
there arises the mode of mind in the form of bitterness too. 


Bitterness is thus the content of the cognitive mode of mind. 
It is sensory by nature.’ 


To sum up this part of the discussion: Kavitarkika is 
of the view that in the case of the erroneous cognition 
of bitterness there is the need for the functioning of the 
gustatory sense. Hence the cognitive mode of mind 
arising from the contact of the gustatory sense comprehends 
the bitterness and so the latter is sensory by nature. He 
has also proved that the dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vddin who 
holds that bitterness is manifested by the consciousness 
conditioned by the substratum cannot explain the experi- 
ence of bitterness through the contact of gustatory sense, 
as the substratum of bitterness is the sweet substance with 
which the gustatory sense cannot come into contact. 
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Acyutakrsnananda points out that the substratum of 
bitterness is not the sweet substance, but it is only the 
sweet taste The gustatory sense affected by bile comes 
into contact with the sweet taste. There arises the cogni- 
tive mode of mind in the form of sweet taste, But the 
sweetness present in the latter is veiled because of the defect 
in the sense-organ. The consciousness conditioned by the 
sweet taste is revealed and therein arises the erroneous cog- 
nition of bitterness. Bitterness, therefore, is manifested by 
the consciousness conditioned by the sweet taste. Since 
gustatory sense is responsible for revealing the latter, there 
is the experience that bitterness is cognized by the gustatory 
sense. Hence the dharmi-jfidna-karana-vddin can very well 
explain the experience ‘I cognize bitterness with the gusta- 


tory sense’. 


It may be added here that Kavitarkika has taken the 
word madhura in the Pañcapādikā text cited above in the 
sense of a sweet substance. But it can be taken in the sense 
of sweet taste too as it is common to both the substance 


and the quality of taste.’ 


Thus bitterness is manifested by the consciousness con- 
ditioned by the sweet taste. The latter is manifested by 
the gustatory sense. Since the manifestation of bitterness 
is dependent upon the functioning of the gustatory sense 
in an indirect manner, the experience ‘I cognize bitterness 
with the gustatory sense’, holds good. 


Acyutakrsnananda further points out that even if we 
admit that the sweet substance itself and not the taste of 
sweetness is the substratum of bitterness, then also the ex- 
perience ‘I cognize bitterness with the gustatory sense’ can 
be explained. In the state of dream there 1s the experience 
of taste, colour, etc., in the form ‘I cognize the taste with 
the gustatory sense’, ‘J perceive the colour with the sense 
of sight’, etc. The state of dream is characterized by the 
absence of the functioning of all sense-organs. Hence the 
above experiences are but delusions. Like the objects of 
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the dream state, the apparently real objects like bitterness, 
etc., too do not come within the range of sense- organs. 
Hence the experience that they are cognized by the sense- 
organs cannot but be delusion.'”° 


Kavitarkika maintains that silver arises when the 
defective sense comes into contact with the shell in front. 
At the same time there arises the cognitive mode of mind 
in the form ‘this’. The latter comprehends the silver 
too that has arisen along with it. Thus the shell-silver is 
sensory by nature. 


The dharmi-jitdna-kdrana-vadin raises an objection 
against this view of Kavitarkika. He says that according 
to Kavitarkika the sense of sight doesnot come into contact 
with shell-silver, as the latter arises only after the sense- 
contact with the shell in front. So Kavitarkika has to admit 
that an object which is not in contact with the sense of 
Sight is the object of the latter. This position, however, is 
in direct violation of the causal relations such as that in 
respect of the perceptual knowledge in general, conjunc- 
tion of sense-organ with the object is the cause, that in 
respect of the perceptual knowledge of a substance, the 
contact of sense with that substance is the cause, and that 


in respect of the perceptual knowledge of silver, sense- 
contact with silver is the cause,’ 


Kavitarkika argues that of the three causal relations 
mentioned above, it is the second one alone that is valid 
and it is not in conflict with the view that shell-silver is the 
object of sense of sight although the latter has not come in- 
to contact with the former. He proceeds to say that the 
first causal relation is not valid because one cannot main- 
tain a single mode of contact common to conjunction etc.‘ 


The second causal relation must be restricted to empi- 
rically real substances, as otherwise it would lack corres- 
pondence in the case of the perceptual knowledge of an 
object which is not really a substance. 
[८५८०८५४] is not a substance. It is a quality. But on the 


basis of the experience that ‘One-ness is one’, it is falsely 
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taken as the substratum of number [sankhya] which is a 
quality. Since that which is the substratum of a quality is 
a substance, one-ness too being the substratum of number 
which is a quality is to be viewed as a substance, while it is 
not really so. Thus there is the superimposition of sub- 
stanceness upon what is not a substance. 


If it is merely held that in respect of the perceptual 
cognition of a substance, conjunction of sense-organ with 
the latter is the cause, then it must be said that in respect 
of one-ness which is not a substance but wherein substance- 
ness is assumed, conjunction with the sense-organ is the 
cause of its perceptual knowledge. But conjunction 18 
possible only with what is really a substance and it is 
impossible with one-ness which is actually a quality. Hence 
the causal relation that in respect of the perceptual know- 
ledge of a substance, conjunction with that substance is the 
cause would lack correspondence in the case of perceptual 
knowledge of one-ness which is assumed to be a sub- 
stance.’ 

To get over this difficulty, it must be held that the 
second causal relation is restricted to empirically real sub- 
stances. In the present case, one-ness is not an empirically 
real substance. It is only assumed to be so. Hence in 
regard to its perceptual cognition, conjunction of sense- 
organ is not the cause. On this ground Kavitarkika argues 
that the second causal relation must be amended thus: ‘in 
respect of the perceptual knowledge of an empirically real 
substance, conjunction of sense is the cause’, 

Shell-silver is not an empirically real substance. And 


so in regard to its perceptual cognition, sense-contact is not 
Thus the second causal relation which relates 
bjects is not operative in the case 
dge of shell-silver as it is only ap- 
does not lack correspondence in 


necessary. 
to the empirically real 0 
of the perceptual knowle 
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is not in conjunction with the sense of sight is the content 
of the latter, Kavitarkika proceeds to say that the third 
causal relation, namely, that in respect of the perceptual 
knowledge of silver conjunction with the silver is the cause 
must be set aside. It is because the postulation of a special 
causal relation between the perceptual knowledge of silver 
and conjunction with silver apart from the general causal 
relation in the form of the second one involves the defect 
of prolixity.'* 


Kavitarkika concludes by saying that the first and the 
third causal relation are not valid. The second one is valid 
and it must be restricted to empirically real substances. 
Shell-silver is apparently real and so in respect of the per- 
ceptual knowledge of it the second causal relation is not 
applicable. Thus there is no contingence of the violation 
of this causal एवा." 


Acyutakrsnananda rejects the contention of Kavitar- 
kika. He states that it is not correct to say that the first causal 
relation is not valid on the ground that one cannot main- 
tain a single mode of contact common to conjunction, etc: 
A single mode of contact common to conjunction, etc., can 
definitely be maintained. And it is the characteristic of 
being one among conjunction, etc. (sarnyogaddyanyatamat- 
vam). The first causal relation is, therefore, valid and 
Kavitarkika’s position that silver which is not in conjunc- 
tion with sense-organ is the object of the latter is in direct 
violation of this causal relation." 


The explanation offered by Kavitarkika in regard to 
the second causal relation too is not valid according to 
Acyutakrgnananda. Kavitarkika has said that shell-silver 
is apparently real and the second causal relation is restrict- 
ed to empirically real contents; and as such it is not opera- 
tive in the case of the perceptual knowledge of shell-silver. 
Acyutakrsnananda points out that in shell-silver too as in 


the case of the empirically real pot, there is the attribute 
of substance-ness from the empirical stand-point. If it is 
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said that the latter does not exist, then silver-ness also will 
not exist. It cannot be said that this position isa welcome 
one. It is because if silver-ness docs not exist, then on the 
part of one who notices silver, there will not be activity 
toward the latter. Hence shell-silver too must be admitted 
to be the substratum of substance-ness from the empirical 
stand-point. In the empirical state there is the negation 
of silver in the shell. But there is not the experience of the 
negation of substance-ness or silver-ness in the shell-silver. 
Hence the latter is the substratum of substance-ness. And 
in regard to its perceptual knowledge sense-contact is 
necessary. It comes to this: if shell-silver which is not in 
contact with the sense of sight is admitted to be the content 
of the cognitive mode of mind that arises from sense-contact 
then there will certainly be conflict with the second causal 


relation.!°® 


In regard to the third causal relation, Kavitarkika has 
said that the postulation of a special relationship of the 
perceptual knowledge of silver and conjunction of sense 
with silver, other than the general relationship of the per- 
ceptual knowledge of substance in general and conjunction 
of sense-organ must be set aside by considerations of pro- 
lixity. It. must, however, be noted that if the general 
relationship alone were maintained, then there would arise 
the unwelcome position of the perception of one substance 
from the conjunction with a different one. To get over this 
difficulty, the special relationship of effect and cause in the 
form that in respect of the perceptual knowledge of silver, 
th silver is the cause must be admit- 
ted. We have said already that the view that silver which is 
not in conjunction with sense-organ is an object of the latter 
is in direct conflict with the second causal relation. The 
third causal relation is included within the second one and 


so the above view is in conflict with thistoo. Thus accord- 
nda if the view that silver which is 
nse of sight is the object of the latter 
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Kavitarkika anticipates the above difficulty and so he 
says that there would be no harm even if the well-known 
causal relations were violated here. The experience ‘I see 
this silver’? should be explained only by admitting that 
silver isthe content of the cognitive mode of mind arising 
from the contact of sense of sight. Shell-silver, however, 
is not in contact with sense of sight as it arises only when 
the latter is in contact with the shell in front. Thus there 
will beconflict with the well-known causal relations. To 
get over this difficulty it must be held that all the above 
causal relations are restricted to empirically valid contents. 
And so there arises no question of violation of the above 
causal relations in their amended formin respect of an 
apparently real content, namely, shell-silver.'' 


Acyutakrsnananda argues that Kavitarkika is wrong 
when he says that the experience ‘I see silver’ should be 
explained only by admitting that silver is the content of 
the cognitive mode of mind arising from sense-contact. As 
in the case of dream objects, in the case of shell-silver too 
the experience that it is the object of sense of sight can be 
explained as a case of delusion. The state of dream is 
characterized by the absence of the functioning of all sense- 
organs. Hence the experiences in the state of dream such 
as ‘I see colour’ and the like are to be treated as delusions. 
In the same way, the apparently real object — silver too 
does not come within the range of sense of sight. Hence 


the experience that it is cognized by the sense of sight 
cannot but be delusion." 


The experience ‘I see silver’ can be explained in 
another manner also. The superimposed object — silver 
1s manifested only by the consciousness conditioned by the 
substratum, namely, the ‘this-element’. The latter is 
revealed by the cognitive modeof mind in the form ‘this’ 
which arises from the functioning of sense of sight. Thus 
sense of sight is indirectly responsible for the manifestation 
of silver. And the experience <I Perceive the silver with 
the sense of sight’ is based upon this indirect dependence 
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upon the sense of sight. This point we discussed in detail 
earlier.'"’ Hence Kavitarkika is wrong when he says that 
the experience ‘I see silver’ could be explained only by 
admitting that silver is the content of the cognitive mode 
of mind arising from sense-contact, i 


It comes to this: since the experience ‘I see silver’ can 
be explained even otherwise, Kavitarkika need not amend 
the well-known causal relations in sucha way as not to 
have any conflict with his cherished view that shell-silver 
is the object of sense of sight although it is not in contact 
with the latter. Thus sense-contact by itself can lead 
neither to the rise of shell-silver nor to the cognitive mode 
of mind in the form ‘This is silver’. It does so by first 
giving rise to the cognitive mode of mind in the form ‘this’ 
which is dharmi-jiidna. The tulajhidnd present in the con- 
sciousness conditioned by the ‘this-element’ gets itself trans- 
formed into the form of silver and into an apparent cogni- 
tion of the silver of the form ‘This is silver’. The latter is 
the cognitive mode of avidyd. Thus the erroneous cognition 
is a complex of two cognitive factors, one of them being a 
mode of mind in the form ‘this’ and the other being a mode 
of avidyd in the form ‘This is silver’. 


To sum up the entire discussion: 


Kavitarkika is of the view that the erroneous cognition 
‘This is silver’ is only a cognitive mode of mind. The defec- 
tive sense of sight comes into contact with the object — shell 
in front. The ¢uldjfidna present in the consciousness condi- 
tioned by the ‘this-element’ is rendered effective thereby 
getting itself transformed into the form of silver. At the 
same time there arises the cognitive mode of mind in the 


form ‘this’. The latter comprehends the ‘this-element’ 
associated with the silver. The silver, therefore, 15 sensory 
by nature. 


The prevalent view in Advaita is that by the contact 
of defective sense, there arises the cognitive mode of mind 
in the form ‘this’ which is dharmi-jfidna. Then the tulajnana 
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present in the consciousness conditioned by the ‘this-ele- 
ment’ gets itself transformed into the silver and also into 
an apparent cognition ‘This is silver’. The latter is a cog- 
nitive mode of avidya. The silver is manifested by the 
consciousness conditioned by the ‘this-element’. It is not 
sensory by nature. According to this view, the dharmt- 
jiidna which is the cognitive mode of mind and which is 
valid is the cause of the cognition of silver which is the 
cognitive mode of avidyé and which is erroneous. This 
view is, therefore, called dharmi-jiidna-kdrana-vada. 


Appayyadiksita in the Siddhdnta-leSa-sangraha simply 
records the view-points of Kavitarkika. Acyutakrsnananda 
subjects the latter into critical examination and has proved 
that the dharmi-jüäna-kārana-väda alone is sound. 
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CONCLUSION 


It is difficult to compare the three writers on any 
specific topic in Advaita, because we do not find any topic 
of discussion in common to all the three writers. It so 
happens that their special contributions lie in different sets 
of topics. And when we take together the topics discussed 
by all the three writers, there emerges a composite picture 
of Advaita, representing its epistemological, its metaphy- 
sical and its practical aspects, where each writer brings in- 
to highlight one or other distinct problem and offers a 


unique solution. 


In the realm of epistemology, Advaitavidyacarya and 
Kavitarkika have special points to make. Advaitavidya- 
carya discusses the problem relating to the perceptuality 
of knowledge. And Kavitarkika’s special contribution is 
in regard to the nature of erroncous cognition. 


In respect of metaphysics, Anubhiitisvariipa discusses 
the three topics, namely, the relation between Brahman 
and mdyd, the relation between jiva and Isvara, and the 
nature of the world. Herein Anubhiitisvaripa refutes all 
the objections raised against Advaita by the Bhedabheda 
school of Bhaskara, and exposes the weaknesses of the realism 
of Nyaya-Vaisesika. Advaitavid yacarya complements 
Anubhiitisvariipa’s contribution by a discussion on two 
topics: the nature of Atman as bliss, and the significance 
regarding the jiva as a reflection of Brahman. 


Advaitavidyacarya further discusses two metaphysical 
questions which have a direct bearing on practical life, 
namely, the practical efficiency of 1 illusory and the 
implication of the removal of avidyā. These two discussions 
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may be said to provide a transition from metaphysics to 
practical teaching. And Anubhiitisvariipa may be said to 
round off the practical reference of Advaita by his views 
on liberation and its means. 


Thus the unity of the three writers in the theme of 
this thesis lies, not in their common ground, but in their 
complementariness in a common cause. Each writer brings 
to the service of Advaita a special collection of ideas which, 
far from being incompatible with the collections offered by 
the others, blends with them to make a garland of philo- 
sophical thought in Advaita Vedanta. 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


Tarkasangraha, Gaekwad’s Oriental Series, p.9. 


शारीरकमदाभाष्यप्रकटाथनिबन्धनम्‌ | 

aaria निरीक्ष्येम तत्त्वालोक विनिमंमे ॥ 

इति श्रीमदनुभूतिस्वरूपाचार्यशिष्येण ...... श्रीमता जनादंनेन 
विनिमिते तत्त्वालोके द्वितीयोऽध्यायः, 7८८०८०८५, p. 55. 


Hiriyanna : Gleanings from the Prakatartha, 
The Journal of the Oriental Research, Vol. 15. pp. 1-8. 


. () पराक्रान्तं चात्र दपंणटीकायामाचार्येः इत्युपरम्यते, 
RP, p. 561. See PV, p. 660. 


(1) . पतत्सूत्रभाष्यभावानभिज्ञाः संन्यासाश्रमधमंश्रवणादो विधि- 
नास्तीति वदन्ति, RP, 0. 818. See PV, p. 989. 


SLS, pp. 8, 68, 119. 


The Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 
Silver Jubilee Volume, pp. 352-368. 


Tarkasangraha, Gaekwad’s Oriental Series, p. 8. 


Published along with the work Mahd-vidya-Vidambana of 
Bhattavadindra in the Gaekwad’s Oriental Series in 
1920. The work  Mahd-vidya-Vidambana refutes the 
mahd-vidya modes of syllogism. 


Sanskrit is given on some of 
Vidya mode of syllogism in 
30 of the third Chapter 


An Explanatory Note in 
the examples of the Maha- 
the Notes. See Nos: 21, 26, 
of the present thesis. 

For details see Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy, 


Vol. II, pp. 118-125. 
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Chapter I 


10. 
11. 


12. 


ll. 


12. 


SES, pp. 164, 243, 275, 343, 372. 


Prof. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri : Siddhdntalesa-sangraha 
of Appayyadiksita (ed.). Vol. I. Introduction, p. 31. 


Prof. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri : A Little-known Advaitin, 
Journal of the Madras University, Vol. III. No.1. 


SECTION I 

CHAPTER I 
न विद्यते द्वैतं ट्विघाभावः यत्र तदद्वेतम्‌, SB, p. 456. 
तं तु औपनिषदं पुरुषं पृच्छामि, Brh. Up., 3.9.26. 
तद्यथा महामत्स्य उभे कले अनुसञ्चरति पूव चापरं च एवमेवायं 


पुरुषः एतो TH अन्तौ अनुसञ्चरति, स्वप्नान्तं च बुद्धान्तं च, 
ibid., 4.3.18. 


तद्यथा afwarart श्येनो वा सुपर्णा बा विपरिपत्य श्रान्तः 

संहत्य पक्षौ संलयायैव ध्रियते एवमेवायं पुरुषः, ibid., 4.3.19. 

सता सौम्य तदा संपन्नो भवति, Chand. Up., 6-8-1. 

कतम आत्मेति योऽयं विज्ञानमयः प्राणेषु हृद्यन्तर्ज्यातिः पुरुषः 
Brh. Up., 4-3-7. 

See Note No. 5 

न स्थानतोऽपि परस्य उभयलिङ्ग ada हि, BS, 3-2-11. 

सत्यकामः सत्यसंकल्पः, ८/74. Up., 8-1-5. 


यतो at इमानि भूतानि जायन्ते, येन जातानि जीचन्ति, यत्प्रयन्त्य- 
भिसंविशन्ति, तद्विजिज्ञासस्व, तद्ब्रह्मेति, Taiti. Up, 3.1.1. 


अस्थूलमनण्वहस्वमदीघम्‌ ०००. ००० अवारवना का शमसङ्गमरखम- 
गन्धमचक्षुष्कमश्रोमवागमनः ...... Brh. Up., 3.8.8. 


i). उपाधीनां चाविद्याप्रत्युपस्थापितत्वात्‌ , BSB, 3-2-11- 


ii). उपाधिनिमित्तस्य वस्तुघमंत्वानुपपत्तेः, उपाधीनां च अवि- 
द्याप्रत्युपस्थापितत्वात्‌ , ibid 3-2-15. 
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Notes 3 
अशब्दमस्पशेमरूपमव्ययं तथाऽरसं नित्यमगन्धवञ्च यत्‌ , 
Kath. Up., 3.15. 
Vid: aaa हि ब्रह्मस्वरूपप्रतिपादनपरेषु वाक्येषु ANA- 
मस्पशांमरूपमव्यय मित्येबमादिषु अपास्तसमस्तविशेषमेव ब्रह्म 
उपदिश्यते, BSB, 3-2-11. 
द्विरूपं हि ब्रह्म उपदिश्यते -- नामरूप विक्ारभेद्रोपाधिवि शिष्टम्‌ , 


तद्विपरीतं च सर्वोपाधिविवबजितम्‌। ...... पचमेकमपि ब्रह्म 
अपेक्षितोपाधिसंवन्धं निरस्तोपाधिसंवन्धं च उपास्यत्वेन क्षेय- 
त्वेन च वेदान्तेषप दिश्यते ..., ibid, 1-1-12. 


सत्य ज्ञानमनन्तं ब्रह्म, 7८. Up. 2.1.1. 

विज्ञानमानन्दं ब्रह्म , Brh. Up. 3.9.34. 

N. Veezhinathan: The Samkşepaśārīraka, ed. Intro- 
duction, pp. 10-14. 

असङ्गोऽह्ययं पुरुषः, Brh. Up, 4-3-15. 

असङ्गो न हि सञ्जते, ibid., 4-4-22. 

See Note No: 15. 

See Note No: 16 

N. Veezhinathan : The Samksepasariraka, ed. Introduc- 
tion, pp. 17-19. 

प्रवृत्तिनिमित्तभेदमन्तरेण एकसिन्नर्थे वृत्तिः पर्यायता। प्रकृते 
प्रबृत्तिनिमित्तभेदान्न पर्यायता, Nibandha, p. 106 


ज्ञानेन विदोषणाज्ञाड्यव्यावृत्तिः आनन्देन विशेषणात्‌ दुःख- 
व्यावृत्ति सत्येन विशेषणात्‌ aaaf, अनन्तेन विरो 


षणात्‌ परिच्छिन्नव्यावृत्तिः SV, p. 33 
See also Sangraha, p. 113. 
शब्दान्तरवाच्यतादिकं तु केवलव्यतिरेकाभावात्‌ अञ्निपेङ्गल्य- 
बद्बिवक्षितं इति भावः, thid. 
मानान्तराधिगतता हि न लक्षणायां 
किञ्चित्करी भवति पिङ्गलतावद्ग्नेः। 
घूसस्य जन्मनि हि पिङ्गलता न हेतु 
यद्यप्यवस्थितवती हुतभुकशरीरे ॥ SS, 1-153 
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27. 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 


32. 
35. 
34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 


38. 


तत्त्वमिति सामानाधिकरण्येन तत्त्वंपदार्थयोस्तावत्‌ एकत्वमव- 
भासते। तश्च मुख्ययोः न संभवति। तथा हि साभासमार 
योपाधिक्षानानन्दाद्वितीयं ब्रह्म तत्पदाभिधेयम्‌। ...... त्वंपदेन च 
साभासकार्यंकरणसं घातोपाधिसांसारिकप्रत्यक्चेतन्यमभिधीयते । 
न च तयोरैक्यं संभाव्यते, विरुद्धधर्मा्रान्तत्वात्‌। ...... 
तस्मात्‌ मुख्याथपरिग्रहेऽनुपपत््या शवलपदार्थाभ्यां ...... एकः 
स्वरूपं लक्ष्यत इत्यर्थः, Nibandha, p. 109. 
प्रातिपदिकार्थलिङ्गपरिसाणवचनमाते प्रथमा, 

Panini-sitra, 2.3.46. 
प्रातिप दिकार्थेलिङ्गपरिसाणवचनमात्रे प्रथप्तेति प्रातिपदिकाथंः 
सन्मात्रमेव एकरसं वस्तु तदेव प्रथमाविभक्तेरप्यथं इति 
पाणिनिः स्मरति Wl Saigraha, p. 144. 

प्रातिपदिकान्यनतिरिक्तविषयाणि 
प्राह भगवान्‌ प्रथमशब्दितविभकत्या | 
पाणिनिरतः सकलतकसमयज्ञो 
वष्टि वचसोरनतिरिकतबिषयत्वम्‌॥ SS, 1-274. 
ते ध्यानयोगानुगता अपश्यन्‌ देवात्मशकिति स्वणुणेः निगूढाम्‌, 
Suet. Up. 1.3. 
मायां तु प्रझति विद्यात्‌ मायिनं तु महेश्वरम्‌ , ibid, 4.10. 
See Note No. 31. 


प्रलीयमानमपि चेदं जगच्छक्त्यवरोषमेच प्रलीयते, शक्तिमूल- 
मेव च प्रभवति, इतरथा आकस्मिकत्वप्रसङ्गात्‌ , BSB, 1.3.30. 
प्रतिबन्धो विसामग्री तद्धेतुः प्रतिबन्धकः, Nyāyakusumāñjali, 
p- 27. Vide: PV, Vol.I, p. 292. 
प्रतिबन्धकाभावस्य कारणत्वानुपपत्तेः कार्यभावाभावव्यवस्था- 
सिद्धये प्रतिबन्धकव्यबहारसिद्धये च शक्तिरभ्युपगन्तव्या | 
तस्याञ्च प्रतिबन्धो sda! पतिबरन्धकापसरणे कारणे पुनरुदयः, 
PV, Vol. I, p. 292. 
तम आसीत्‌ तमसा ER अप्रकेतं सलिलं संमा इदम्‌, 
Rg-veda, 10-129-3. 
i) तमः द्रव्यम्‌ रूपवत्त्वात्‌ मेघवत्‌। 
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ग) तमो भावः आवरणत्वात्‌ कुड्यवत्‌ PV, Vol. 1, p. 138. 
` तमो न रूपवत्‌ स्परांद्दीनत्वात्‌ आत्मवत्‌ ' इत्यनुमानवाधः 

ibid; p. 139. 
Vide :यस्य साध्याभावः प्रमाणान्तरेण निश्चितः स ATA:, 

TS, p. 211, 
तम्रसोऽप्यनुद्‌भूतस्पशंत्वाभ्युपगमेन हेत्वसिद्धेः 

PY, Vol. 1, p. 139. 

.अन्वयव्यतिरेकाभ्यां तमसोऽभाचत्वावगमात्‌ कालात्ययापदि- 
WaT... ibid. 
एकाश्रयत्वविरोधेनापि अन्वयव्यतिरेकोपपत्ती प्रकृताप्रतिपक्षत्वात्‌ , 
अन्यथा प्रकाशो$पि तमोऽभाव इत्यापद्येत, ibid. 
See Note No. 32. 
अज्ञानं न अभावगम्यम्‌ अपरोक्षत्वात्‌ सुखवत्‌, ISV, p. 94. 
जनिमत्वा जनिमत्तचैलक्षण्यभावात्‌ , ibid, p. 96. 


इतरेतराभावस्य विषयाश्रयत्वात्‌ , अश्चानस्य च आत्मैकाश्रयत्वात्‌ „ 
IS, p. 66. 


N. Veezhinathan: The Samksepasariraka, ed. Introduc- 

tion, p. 70. 

ज्ञानप्रागभावः न AMAL, अभावत्वात्‌, अभावान्तरवतू , 

ISV, pp. 95-96. 

आत्माश्रयमात्मविषयं च अशानमन्तरेण अनात्मखु प्रतिविषयं 

भावरूपाक्षानसदूभावे प्रमाणाभावात्‌, V p- 97. 

एका तावदनादिरनिर्वाच्या भूतध्रकृतिः चिन्मात्रसंबन्धिनी माया, 
PV, Vol. I, p. 3. 

See Note No: 32. 

अजामेकां लोहितशुक्षलक्कष्णाम्‌ ..., Mahindriyanopanisad, 12.5, 

अज्ञानस्य सांशत्बात्‌ तदेव क्वचिदुपाधौ ब्रहममावगमोत्पत्तो अंशेन 


निवतंते, उपाध्यन्तरेषु qongiman agada इति, 
SLS, Pp. 110. 


Vide: आज्ञानस्य .अनिवंचनीयस्य अनिचंचनीयानामेच भाग- 
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54. 
55. 


56. 


57. 
58. 


59. 


60. 


61. 


रूपांशानाम्‌ अनन्तानां संभवात्‌ तानादाय वन्धमुकतिव्यवस्था 
सूपपादा, KA, p. 110. 


भिद्यते हृदयग्रन्थिः छिद्यन्ते सवसंशयाः, Mund. Up., २-2-8. 
अज्ञानस्य चैतन्ये gat मनो नियामकमिति तदुपाधिना तत्प्र- 
देशेषु dea वतंमानमन्ञानं क्वचित्‌ ब्रह्मददानोत्पत्या “भिद्यते 
हृदयग्रन्थिः इति श्रत्युक्तरीत्या मनसो निवृत्तौ न लंखज्यते, 
अन्यत्र यथापूर्वमवतिष्ठते । अक्षानसंसर्गासंसंगावेव च वन्छ मोक्षी, 
SLS, p: PUI 
i) यस्येच जीवस्य विद्या उत्पन्ना तस्येवाविद्या अपनीयते, 
न जीवान्तरस्य। भिन्नाधिकरणयोः विद्याविद्ययोः afda: 
तत्‌ कुतः समस्तसंसारोच्छेदप्रसङ्गः; Bh. p- 398. 
ii) न वयं प्रधानवत्‌ अविद्यां सवंजीवेषु एकामाचक्ष्महे ...... 
किंत इयं प्रतिजीवं भिद्यते, ibid. 
See Note No: 32. 


एका तावदनादिरनिर्वाच्या भूतप्रकृतिःचिन्मात्रसंबन्धिनी माया। 
तस्यां चित्प्रतिबिम्ब इश्वरः । ...... बिस्वकल्पं a निर्विकल्पक 
ब्रह्म केवल्यावलस्बनम्‌। तस्या एव परिच्छिन्नानिर्वाच्यानन्त- 
प्रदेशेषु अज्ञानाभिधानेषु आवरणविक्षेपशक्तिमत्सु॒ प्रतिबिम्वितं 
चेतन्यमनन्तजीवव्यवहारास्पद्म्‌। ... यस्य विस्वकल्पनिचिकल्पः 
ब्रह्मात्मानुभवः तस्य खोपाध्यज्ञानभङ्गे तञ्जान्तःकरणापसरणे 
प्रमाठृत्वाजुपपत्तो खरूपावस्थानं मुक्तिः सञ्जाघटीति। यस्तु 
मायाविवर्तो महाभूतः प्रपञ्चः स॒ विद्यमानोऽपि निरिन्त्रियेणेव 
रूपं नानुबोभूयते। PV, Vol. I, pp. 3-4. See also: ISV, 
p- 364 MK. Bh.T, p. 17. 


किमनन्तानि शुक्त्यज्ञानानि ? बाढम्‌, अनन्तान्येच यद्यन- 
न्तानि शुक्तिश्ञानानि, IS, p. 63. 


सूलाज्ञानस्यैव अवस्थाभेदाः रजताद्य्पादानानि शुक्तिकादिः 
ala: सह अध्यासेन निवतन्ते ... V, p. 99. 


अक्षानाभावे शुक्तेरञ्षातताया अभावात्‌ प्रमाणज्ञानमपि शुक्तौ 


न al अतः प्रमाणप्रदृत्यन्ययानुपपत्या शुक्त्यज्ञानं 
amaaa, ISV, ७. 94. | 
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Notes 7 


See Note Nos. : 39, 40, 41, and 43 on Chapter II of 
the present thesis. 


न तावदज्ञानं आश्रयविषयभेदापेक्षम्‌। किन्तु एकस्मिन्नेव वस्तुनि 
आश्रयत्वमावरणञ्चेति maga संपादयति, V, p. 210, 


i). एका तावदनादिरनिर्वाच्या भूतप्रकृतिःचिन्मात्रसंबन्धिनी 
माया, PV, Vol. I, p. 3. 
ii). यथा अपवरकाश्रयं तमः अपवरकमेवावृणोति तथा चित्तन्त्रा 
अविद्या चित एव ब्रह्मखरूपावगमं प्रतिबध्नाति, 

ISV, pp. 334-335. 
See Note No : 56 (ii) of the present chapter. 
For details See N. Veezhinathan: The Samksepa-Sariraka, 
ed. Introduction, pp. 75-78. 
तृणादेर्भासिका5प्येषा सूयंदीप्तिस्तृण gga | 
सूयंकान्तमुपारुह्य तन्न्यायं तत्र योजयेत्‌ ॥ SLS, p. 363. 
यथा विनशयदाश्रया विनाशक्रिया स्वाश्रयं नाशयति, दाहसयो- 
गोऽपि ख्वाश्रयदाहृहेतुः यथा, तथा ज्ञानं स्वोपादानमपि 
नाशयति स्वयं च नश्यति इति न अनवस्था gead: l 

ISV, p. 101. 
सदसत्सदसदनिवंचनीयप्रकारेभ्यो हि अन्यप्रकारेव अज्ञानस्य 
निवृत्तियेक्ता, ZS, p- 85 
न सन्नासन्‌ न agaa नानिर्वाच्योऽपि तत्क्षयः। NM, p. 355. 
आत्मान्यत्वे दश्यत्वावश्यकत्वेन इग्हञ्यसंबन्धानुपपत्यादि- 
युक्तिभिः मिथ्यात्वावशयकत्वेन न पश्चमप्रकारत्वम्‌ , 

LC, p. 885. 
विवादपदं मिथ्या दश्यत्वात्‌ ... यथा उभयवाद्यविवादपदं 
रजतम्‌ , Nyiyadipivali, p. 2. 
मिथ्याभावेन भूतं किं मिथ्याभावान्न नङ्क्ष्यति, 1S, p. 364. 
मा भूत्‌. घटतद्धवंसयोरपि तदूमावः शेयत्वादि सालक्षण्योप- 
araa, NM, p- 368. 
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Chapter I 


75. 


76. 
77. 


78. 


79. 
80. 


81. 
82. 


83. 


4. 


न च मिथ्याभूतस्य अविद्यातत्कार्यान्तरत्वनियमः। अविद्या- 
सम्बन्धजीवब्यवहारादौ व्यभिचारात्‌ 757, p. 119. 

नेह नानास्ति किञ्चन, Brh. Up., 4-4-19. 

अत्र च अज्ञानस्य यथा श्ञाननिचत्यत्वेनानिर्वाच्यत्वं , तथा 
agaci तत्‌ खण्ड्यते; न तु वास्तचरूपेण अयोग्यत्वं। 
इतरथा मिथ्यात्वानुमानस्य भङ्गप्रसङ्गात्‌। अष्टमाध्याये च 
अनिर्वंचनीयताऽङ्गीकारात्‌। निवृत्तः निरुपादानत्बेन उपादान- 
स्थित्यप्रसङ्गाच्। तस्मात ' नेह नानास्ति किञ्चन? — इति 
श्रौतनिषेधेन आत्मातिरिकतस्य अवस्तत्वावगमात पश्चमप्रका- 
राऽपि निवृत्तिः मिथ्या इत्येव रहस्यम्‌ — इति, ISV, p. 172. 


ये तु पश्चमप्रकारादिपक्षाः ते मन्दबुद्धिव्युत्पादनार्था इति न 
तत्समर्थंनमर्थयामः, 45, pp. 1285-86. 
ज्ञातोऽथंः malat तदज्ञानदहानिः, ` /5, p. 369. 


ज्ञातोऽथंः mataa अज्ञानहानिः इति इष्टसिद्धिकारैरभिधा- 
नात्‌, TP, p. 381. 


निवृत्तिरप्यात्मैव, VTV, ७. 736. 


न हि विरोध्युदयमन्तरेण विरोधिनिवृत्ति्नाम अन्या दश्यते 
युज्यते at, VP, p. 381. 


N. Veezhinathan: The Sarksepasariraka, ed, Introdu- 
ction, p. 83. 


CHAPTER II 
भोक्ता भोग्य प्रेरितारं च मत्वा ad प्रोक्तं त्रिविधं ब्रह्म मे 
तत्‌ , Svet. Up., 1.12. 
क्कार्यापाधिरयं जीवः कारणोपाधिरीशचरः, SRU, 3.12. 


जीवेशावाभासेन करोति माया चाविद्या च स्वयमेव भवति, 
Nr. Up., 9.3. 


पक पब हि भूतात्मा भूते भूते व्यवस्थितः | 
>> 
पकधा बहुधा चेच इश्यते जलचन्द्रवत्‌ ॥ Br. B. Up., 
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Notes 9 


एकधा - इश्वररूपेण । बहुधा - जीवरूपेण। By. V. Part II, 
p. 450. 


रूपं रूपं प्रतिरूपो बभूव , Brh. Up., 2.15.9. Kath. Up., 5.9. 

ALAJAR नीयमाने घटे यथा | 

घरो नीयेत नाकाशं तदूवज्जीवो नभोपमः॥ Br. B. Up., 13. 

जीवस्य नभोपमशब्देन घटसंच्रृताकाशतुल्यत्वमभिद्धता अव- 

च्छिन्नचेतन्यरूपत्वमुक्तम्‌, KA, p. 102. 

अंशो नाना व्यपदेशात्‌ अन्यथा चापि दाशकितवादित्वमधीयत 

पके, BS, 2.3.43. 

सोऽन्वेष्टव्यः, स विजिज्ञासितव्यः, Chand. Up., 8.7.1. 

gaña विदित्वा सुनिभंवति, Brh. Up., 4.4.22. 

य आत्मनि -तिष्ठन्‌ आत्मानमन्तरो यमयति, Brh. Up., 3.7.22. 

जीवः ईश्वरस्यांशो भवितुमर्हति, यथा अग्नेः विस्फुलिङ्गः। 

अंश इव अंशः, न हि निरवयवस्य मुख्यो5शः संभवति, 
BSB, 2.3.43. 

ममैवांशो जीवलोके जीवभूतः सनातनः, Bh. G., 15.7. 

अपि च waa, BS, 2 3.45. 

यथा जलसूर्यंकः qaim: जलनिमित्तापाये adia गत्वा IA- 


वात्मना गच्छति wana, यथा वा घटा्युपाधिपरिच्छिन्नो 
घटाद्याकादहाः आकाशांशः सन्‌ घटादिनिमित्तापाये आकाशां 
प्राप्य न Prada इत्येवम्‌। अतः उपपन्नम्‌ उक्तं ` यद्गत्वा 
न निवर्तन्ते ' इति । SB on Bh. G, 15.7. 

See also the Footnote No. l. on p. 103 in the SLS, 
and the Foot-note No. l. on p- 303 in the Br.J., 


(Part II) 
आभास एव च, BS, 2.3.50. 
अत एव चोपमा सूरयंकादिवत्‌, 1⁄५, 3.2.18. 
आभास पव च एष जीवः परस्यात्मनो जलखूयंकादिवत्‌ प्रति- 


पत्तव्यः। न स पव साक्षात्‌ , नापि वस्त्वन्तरम्‌ , BSB, 2.3.50. 


T—2 
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90, यथा ह्ययं ज्योतिरात्मा विवस्वान्‌ 
अपो भिन्ना बहुधेकोऽनुगच्छन्‌। 
उपाधिना क्रियते भेदरूपः 
देवः क्षेत्रेष्वजोऽयमात्मा ॥ Cited in BSB, 3.2.18. 


21. (i) वुद्धयुपाधिस्वभावानुविधायी हि सः चन्द्रादिप्रतिविम्ब इव 
जलाद्यनुविधायी, $2 on Brh. Up., 2.1.19. 

(1) तद्वत्‌ देहोपाधिभेदकृतेषु जीवेषु घटाकाशस्थानीयेषु आत्मसु | 

निरूपणात्‌ कृतो बुद्धिमद्भिः निर्णयः निश्चयः इत्यथः, 

SB on MK, 3.6 

22. (i) परमेशवरस्तु अविद्याकल्पितात्‌ शारीरात्‌ ad: भोक्तुः 

विज्ञानात्माख्यादन्यः ...... यथा वा घटाकाशादुपाधिपरि- 

च्छिन्नात्‌ अनुपाधिपरिच्छिन्नः आकाशोऽन्यः, BSB, 1.1.17. 


(i) पकस्येच तु भेदव्यवहारः उपाधिकृतः यथा घटाकाशो 
महाकाश इति, ibid., 1.1.20. 


23, See Note No. 16. 


24. यत्पुनः दपंणजलादिषु सुखचन्द्रादिप्रतिबिस्बोदाहरणम्‌, तत्‌ 
aad: अनिद्मंशो बिम्वादिचि प्रतिबिम्बं न ब्रह्मणो वस्त्वन्त- 
रम्‌, कितु तदेव an पृथगवभासविपरययस्वरूपतामात्र 
मिथ्या इति दशयितुम्‌ , PP, p. 104. 

Vide: सुखचित्स्वरूपयोश्च बिस्वात्मतां प्रमिमीमहे मिथ्यांश- 


पर्यंदासेन। न च मिथ्यांशस्य बन्धमोक्षौ किंत स्वरूपस्येव | 
V, p. 295- 


25. quafafat चात्राचार्याः दपंणटीकायाम्‌ इत्युपरम्यते 
PV, p 660. 
26. प्रत्यग्ध्वान्तं चिदाभासं स्वकायनियमात्मकम्‌ | 
तदुपाधिनियन्तैच परः प्रोक्तो न त स्वतः॥ 
aaa: सवंशक्तिश्च सर्वात्मा सवंगो wa: | 
जगञ्जनिस्थितिऽवंसहेतुरेष सदेशचरः॥ 
Brh. Up. Bh. V, 3.7.43 & 44- 
geara: पर एवात्मा विशञानात्मेति भण्यते , ibid., 3.7.54- 
97. aakaat चित्‌ प्रतिबिस्वगं स्याडुदीयंते शुद्धचिदेच विम्बम्‌॥ 
SS, 3.277. 
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Notes 11 


उपाधिरन्तःकरणं ware जीवत्वमाभाखनमत्र तद्वत्‌ | 
तदन्विता चित्‌ प्रतिविम्बमेवमनन्वितां तां इहविम्व माहुः 

ibid., 3.278. 
See Note No.: 2. 
See Note No.: 3. 


श्रुतौ कारणपदमविद्यापरम्‌। कायंपदमन्तःकरणपरम्‌ | 

Pt मायापद्‌ं चात्र मायाकार्यान्तःकरणपरम्‌। ... ... सूल- 

प्रकृत्यविद्ययोरिब मायाइाब्दितान्तःकरणमूलप्रकृत्योः मुख्याभेदा- ` 

भावेऽपि प्रकृतिविकारभावप्रयुकताभेदसत्वेन तावता ' माया 

चाविद्या च स्वयमेव wala’ इति वाक्यरोषोपपत्तः इति भावः, 
KA, ७. 70. 

यः aaa: adaa, Mund. Up., 1.1.9. 

Ibid. 


इंशास्य प्रतिबिस्वत्वेऽपि तत्र अविद्या ' पूर्णानन्दो नास्ति ' इति 
व्यवद्दारं न जनयति, सावंश्यश्र॒तेः NR, p. 227. 

तत्त्वमिति विस्वस्थानीयव्रह्मस्वरूपता प्रतिविम्वस्थानीयस्य जीव- 
स्योपदिश्यते, PP, p. 108 


कोऽयं जीवो नाम यस्य स्वरूपं त्वंपदेन TIAA ब्रहपेव वाक्यार्थः 
सम्पद्यते, azda अविद्याप्रतिबिस्वमिति वदामः, V, p. 760. 


See Note No: 4. 


अनाद्यविद्याप्रतिविम्वळतविभागस्येच जीवस्य तदुत्पन्नाहङ्कारादि- 
विशेषेषु स्थलप्रतिबिम्वापेक्षया सवेषामुपाधित्वं न विरुध्यते 
V, p. 294 


See Note No: 2. 

एका तावदनाद्यनिर्वाच्या भूतप्रकृतिश्चिन्मात्रसम्वन्धिनी माया | 
तस्यां चित्प्रतिबिम्ब इंश्‍वरः तत्परिणामैरेव सवेक्षत्वादिमान्‌ ; 
बिम्बकल्पं निर्विकल्पकं ब्रह्म केवल्यावलम्बनम्‌। तस्या एव 
परिच्छिन्न निर्वाच्यानन्तप्रदेरोष्वश्ञानाभि धानेष्वावरणविक्षेप शक्ति - 


मत्खु प्रतिविम्बितं तदेव चेतन्यमनन्तजीवव्यवहारास्पदम्‌ | 
PY, Vol. I pp. 3-4 


Vide: SLS, pp. 68-69. 
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40. 


4]. 


42. 


43. 


44., 


45. 


46. 
47. 


Chapter TI 


इदमत्र रहस्यम्‌ — चिन्मात्रतन्त्रा अनादिरनिर्वाच्या महदादि- 
प्रकृतिः माया । तस्यां चित्प्रतििस्व dati विस्बकल्पं तु 
निर्दिकल्पं ब्रह्म चैतन्यालम्बनम्‌। तस्या एव मायायाः qR- 
रिछन्नानन्तप्रदेरोषु आवरणविक्षेपशक्तिमत्छु अज्ञानाभिधचेषु प्रतिः 
बिम्बितं ata चैतन्यं अनन्तजीवव्यवहारास्पदं बोभवीति | 
ISV, p. 363. 


aaa प्रक्रिया — चिन्मात्रतन्त्राना्निर्वाच्याज्ञानेषु आवरण- 
è à 

विक्षेप शक्तिमत्सु मायाव्यष्टिषु प्रतिबिस्वितं तदेव चेतन्यम्‌ 

अनन्तजीवब्यवहारास्पदम्‌। MK. Bh. T, 0-6. 


मायाबिस्बो वशीकृत्य तां स्यात्सवक्ष इंशवरः॥ 
अविद्याव शगस्त्वन्यस्तद्वैचित्यादनेकघा | 


सा कारणशरीरं स्यात्प्राज्स्ततH्राभिमानवान्‌ ॥ 
PD, I. 16, 17. 


कृत्स्नपरिणामित्वेन अंशिनोऽव्याङृतस्य विक्षेप शकतिसद्‌भावे$पि 
आवरणशक्त्यभावात्‌ तदुपाधिरीशवरः ` AANSEN? इति 
प्रसिद्ध्यति। परिच्छिन्नत्वेन तदंशानां सुषुप्ताख्याज्ञानानां 
आवरणविक्षेपशाक्तिमत्वात्‌ तदुपाधिका जीवा अज्ञाः प्रसि- 
waka) MK. Bh.T, p. 20. 

See Note No.: 3, Chapter VI in the Second Section 


of the present thesis. 


See Note No.: 4, Chapter VI in the Second Sec= 


tion of the present thesis. 


See Note No. : 19 of the present Chapter. 


यथा aun सुखप्रतिबिस्बं द्पंणाधीनत्वात्‌ प्रतिविम्बभावः 
स्वोपचारतो दपणक्तमुच्यते, तत्र यथा दपंणक़तमेच ACI 
मलीमसत्वादि भाति, तथा चित्प्रतिविम्बे जीचेऽपि यत्कित्रिद- 
ब्रह्मस्वरूपं भाति, तत्सवंमविद्याकृतमेवेति बन्धासिद्धिः । यथा 
च. प्रतिबिम्बं बिम्बमेवेति वाक्येनोपाधितत्स्थताव्यावतंनेन सुखः 
स्वरूपैक्यमेच लक्ष्यते, तथा ' तत्त्वमसि ' इत्यविद्या - तत्स्थत्व 
व्यपोहनेन खबाह्याभ्यन्तरदिग्देशकालानवच्छिन्नचेतन्यं ज्योतिस्वः 
रूपैक्यमेव लक्षयति इति कोऽप्य्रावकरः, PV, Vol II, p. 659- 
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BS, 2-3-50. 


आभासा एव बा । वेदबाह्याः दरांनभेदाः। अपरे तु आभास 
एच Aramara सूत्रं पठिंत्वा अन्यमथं amaka- TT- 
मात्माभासो जीवः प्रतिबिम्बात्मा संसारी अविद्यापरिक्रल्पितः 
मले. आभासस्य अवस्तुत्वाभ्युपगमात्‌ अवस्तुनः शशविषाण- 
कल्पस्य अचेतनस्य कुतो बन्धो मोक्षो वा कर्माधिकारो वा, 
Bh. Bh. p. 143. 
Vide: अत्र भास्करः आभासा पव (च) [वा] › इति सूत्रं 
पठित्वा अद्वैतवादा आभासा एव च इति ध्याख्याय प्रति- 
विस्वपक्षं दूषयांवभूव - ` प्रतिविम्बस्यावस्तुत्वाभ्युपगमात्‌ * इति 
PV, Vol. IT, p. 659. 

BS, 2.3.40. 

a चौपाधिक कतुंत्वमपारमार्थिकम्‌। तथा तिर उष्ण- 
gata दाहोऽनुभूयते किमसौ अपारमार्थिको w Ta 
अत्र खर्चसङ्करवादी प्रतिविम्वस्यावस्तुत्वाभ्युपगमात्‌ न जीवः 
प्रतिबिम्बमिति जल्पति। तत्र सुखचित्स्वरूपयोः प्रतिबिम्बेघु 
नावस्तुत्वमिष्यते। भेदविपर्यासादीनाम्‌ अवस्तुत्वाभ्युपगमेऽपि 
न मुखचेतन्ययोः काचित्‌ क्षतिः। मुखचित्खरूपयोश्च बिम्बा 
त्मतां प्रमिमीमहे मिथ्यांशपर्युदासेन। न च मिथ्यांशस्य 
बन्धमोक्षौ, किन्तु स्वरूपस्यैव। ... --. तस्मात्‌ परसिद्धान्ता- 
परिज्ञानविलसितोऽयं सवंसङ्करवादिनो विभ्रमः अवस्तुत्वाभ्युः 
पगमात्‌ , ” P 294. 
तत्र असो [भास्करः] स्वपररहस्यानभिश् इति शोच्य पव । 
तथा हि - स्वपक्षे तावत्‌ तस्यान्यथाख्यातिघादित्वात्‌ 
देशान्तरे सदेव सुखं दपंणसंसटष्टं भाति। तत्र संसर्गाभासो विभ्रमः 
मुखावभासस्त्‌ अविश्रम पव । अस्माकमपि नेदं मुखमिति 
लरूपवाधाभावात्‌। नात्र सुखं किन्तु मदीयमेवेति देशसंसग- 
maaan खरूपैक्यप्रत्यभिश्ञानात्‌ पकस्मिन्‌ एकदेरास्थे मुखे 
मेदो भिन्नदेशस्थता च अनिर्वाच्या भातीति कुतः प्रतिबिम्बः 
स्योपाधिस्थतया भासमानस्वरूपस्य अबस्तत्वम्‌ | पराचक्रमिरे 


: दर्पणरीकायामित्युप रम्यते, 
सासा Py, Vol. IL, pp. 659-660. 
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53. BS, 3.2.18. 


54. न जलसूयकादितुल्यत्वमिहोपपद्यते; तष्ठदश्रहणात्‌। सूर्याद्भ्यो 
हि मूरतेभ्यः पृथग्भूतं विप्रकृष्टदेशं मूतं जलं Daa, तत्र युक्तः 
सूर्यादिप्रतिबिम्बोदयः न त्वात्मा सूर्तो न चास्मात्पृथग्भूता 
विप्रकृष्टदेशाश्चोपाधयः सबंगतत्वात्सर्वानन्यत्वा्च। तस्मादयु- 
east दृष्टान्त eta, BSB, 3.2.19. 


55. जलसूयकादिप्रतिबिस्वचत्‌ प्रवेशः स्यादिति चेन्न। अपरिच्छि- 
न्त्वादमूतेत्वा्च। परिच्छिन्नस्य मूर्तस्यान्यत्र प्रखाइस्वभावके 
जलादौ सूयंकादिप्रतिबिम्वोदयः स्यात्‌। न त्वात्मनः अमूतं- 
त्वात्‌। आकाशादिकारणस्यात्मनः व्यापकत्वात्‌ तद्विप्रकृष्ट- 
देशाप्रतिबिस्बाधारवस्त्वन्तराभावात्च प्रतिविस्ववत्प्रवेशो न 
युक्‍तः। ' इति, SB, on Taitt.Up., 2.6. 


56. “ प्रतिबिम्बप्रवेशवदिति चेत्‌ न, वस्त्वन्तरेण विप्रकर्षांनुपपत्त” | 
इति। $B on Brh. Up., 1-4-7. | 


oy BS, 32-20. 
58. ibid., 3.2.19. 
59. ibid., 3.2.18. 


60. युक्‍त पब त्वयं दृष्टान्तो विवक्षितांशसंभवात्‌। ... ... किं 
gaa विवक्षितं सारूप्यमिति ? तदुच्यते - वृद्धिहासभाकत्व- 
मिति। जलगतं हि सखूयंप्रतिविम्बं जलवूद्धी वधते जलहासे 
हसति जलचलने चलति जलभेदे भिद्यते इत्येवं जलघर्मानुः 
यायि भवति न तु परमारथंतः adea तथात्वमस्ति। एवं 
परमाथंतोऽविरृतमेकरूपमपि सद्ब्र देहाद्य॒पाध्यन्तर्भानादूभजत 
इवोपाधिधर्मान्बरद्विहासादीन्‌। एवसुभयोः इष्टान्तदा्टान्तिकयोः 
सामञ्जस्यादविरोधः। BSB, 3.2.20. 


61. ब्रह्म न प्रतिबिस्बभावं गन्तुमर्हति अमूतत्वात्‌ ... ... विच्छिन्नः 
देशस्थोपाधिविधुरत्वात्‌, PV. p. 773. 


62. “ब्रह्म न प्रतिविम्बभाचं रान्तुमहंति असूतंत्वात्‌ गन्धवत्‌ afa 
प्रयोगे ताबदप्रयोजकत्वमेकं दूषणम्‌। रूपे चानेकान्तः, रूपं- 
बतः uate: प्रतिबिस्बभावे रूपस्यापि प्रतिबिम्वस्यावर्जनी- 
यत्वात्‌। विच्छिनदेशस्थोपाधिविधुरत्वात्‌ इत्यस्याकाशे व्यभि- 
चारः स्फुट एवेति नोद्‌भावितः? ibid. 


Smee omnes, meee oe 
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रूपवद्धि द्रव्यमतिस्वच्छतया रूपवतो द्रव्यान्तरस्य तद्विवेकेन 
ग्रह्ममाणस्यापि छायां शुह्णीयात्‌ , चिदात्मत्वरूपो विषयी न 
विषयच्छायामुद्ग्राहयितुमरहंति । यथाहुः — ' शब्दगन्धरसानां 
च कीडशी प्रतिबिम्वता ? इति। Bh. pp. 7-8. 


See Note no: 7 of the present Chapter. 


(i) @ एव तु (परमात्मा) अविद्योपधानभेदात्‌ घटकरका- 
द्याकाशवत्‌ भेदेन प्रथते। Bh. p. 472. 


(1) ओऔपाधिकत्वाच्च (sana) भेदस्य घटकरकाद्याकाशवत्‌ | 


विरुद्धधमसंसगस्योपपत्तः, ibid. p. 602. 

Vide: अज्ञानविषयीकृत॑चेतन्यमीएवरः अज्ञानाश्रयीभूतं च 
जीव इति वाचस्पतिमिश्राः, SB, p. 227. 

Prof. $. S. Suryanarayana Sastri, The Stddhanta-lesa- 
sangraha of Appayya Diksita. Ed., Vol. I. Introduc- 
ction. p. 41. 


न जीवो नाम कश्चित परस्मात्‌ अन्यः विद्यते, यः जलः 
बिन्दुरिव जलरादोः सतो विविच्येत। सदेव तु saraaa- 
कात्‌ जीव इत्युपचयंते इति असकृत्प्रपञ्चितम्‌। BSB, 3.2.9. 


यथा घटाकाशो न परमाकाशादन्यः। अथ चान्य इव याव- 
द्वटमनुवतंते। न चासौ दुविवेचस्तदुपाधेघंटस्य विविकतत्वात्‌। 
एबमनाद्यनिवंचनीया विद्योपघानभेदोपाधिकल्पितो जीवो न वस्तु- 
तः परमात्मानो भिद्यते तदुपाध्युद्भावाभिभवाम्यां चोद्भूत 
इवभिभूत इव प्रतीयते । ततश्च खुषुप्तादाबपि अभिमूत इव जाश्र- 
दवस्थादिषुद्भूत इव । तस्य चाविद्यातद्वाखनोपाधेरनादितया 


` कार्यकारणभावेन प्रवहतः खुविवेकतया तदुपहितो जीवः सुवि- 


बेक इति। Bh. p- 705. 
See Note No: 63 of the present Chapter. 


(i) रूपसंख्यापरिमाणादेः नीरूपस्यापि प्रतिबिम्बदशांनात , 
KA, p. 94. 


जपाकुसमरूपस्य नीरूपस्यापि स्फटिकादौ प्रतिबिम्बदशंनात्‌ , 
SB, pp. 148-149. 


71. इन्द्रियद्राह्मस्यैव प्रतिबिम्ब इति, idid., p. 150. 
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72. 


75. 


74. 


75. 


76. 


77. 


78, 


सिद्धान्ते आलोकाकारचाक्षुषव्रत्यभिव्यक्तसाक्षिवेद्यत्वं नभसि 
इति say, RP, 0. 19. 


नभसोऽनेकोपाधिषु युगपदनेकप्रतिविस्वदशनात्‌ जानुदघ्नेऽपि 
गम्भीरतायाः साक्षिसिद्धत्वात्‌ , ISV, p. 363. 


चाक्षुषोपाधावेच चाक्षुषस्य प्रतिबिस्वो दष्टः। अत्र तु अन्तः- 
करणं वा अज्ञानं घा उपाधिः अचाक्नुष wal तत्र कथं 
अचाक्षुषस्य ब्रह्मणो जीवरूपेण प्रतिविम्बः स्यात्‌ , 

Br. V. Vol. IT, p. 303. 


ag नीरूपेऽपि ध्वनौ नीरूपद्रव्यात्मकव्णीनां प्रति विम्बोऽस्तीति 
चक्तव्यम्‌। तथासत्येच दपंणश्यामताया दर्पणगतप्रतिविम्ब- 
द्वारेण बिम्बसुख इव धवनिगतानां तारत्वादीनां safraan: 
sfafaragizr वणेष्वारोपस्सम्भवति, नान्यथा। एवं नीरूः 
पान्तःकरणादौ नीरूपात्मनः प्रतिबिस्बसस्भव; KA, p. 95. 


न च तादशस्थले शब्दान्तरोत्पत्तिरेच+ न तु शब्दप्रतिबिम्ब 
इति वाच्यम्‌। गोपुरादिशब्दादिप्रतिफलनप्रदेरो वर्णपदादि 
युक्त शब्द्जनकस्य कण्ठादिप्रदेशस्य अभावेन वर्णात्मकजनना- 
संभवात्‌, 27.7. p. 303. 


अधिष्ठानातिरेकेण उपाध्यन्तर्गततया प्रतीयमान - आरोप्यविशेष 
एव प्रतिबिम्ब इत्युच्यते। भवति च प्रतिशब्दस्ताडशः - वर्णा- 
त्मकस्य शाब्दस्य अवच्छेदकतया कण्ठताल्वादिकमेवाश्रय इति, 
गोपुरादिषु अवच्छेदकतासंबन्धेन तस्य आरोप एव उपेयः 
आद्यशब्दादधिष्ठानात्‌ भेदेन च स॒ प्रतीयते इति भवति प्रतिः 
बिम्बः। ibid, p. 304. 


(i) स्वच्छत्वादेरेव प्रतिबिम्बोपाधित्वप्रयोजकत्वात्‌ , Fate 
श्वाक्षुषत्वेऽपि प्रतिबिस्बोपाधित्वाभावात्‌ इति भावः ` 
Foot-note no: 6 on page 304 in Br.V. Vol. II. 
(i) मरूमरीचिकाजलादिव्याब्त्तं विलक्षणं स्वच्छत्वमेव प्रति- 
बिस्बोपाधित्वप्रयोजकं, तस्य च अविद्याऽन्तःकरणादौ सदूभावे 
नास्ति किञ्चित्‌ वाधकम्‌। अस्ति च साधकं aaa- 
मायापरिणामत्व-तारशान्तःकरणोपादानत्वयोः प्रतिपादक-श्रत्या- 
दिकम्‌। तस्मात्‌ न परतिबिम्बप्र्यक्षत्यागो युक्तः - इति 
See SLS, 0. 98, Foot-note continued from page 97. 
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एको जीवः तेन data शरीर सजीवम्‌ । अन्यानि asec 
शरीराणीव निर्जीवानि। SLS, p. 106. 

तदक्षानकल्पित at जगत्‌, ibid., 

Vide: aia पक्षे जीव एव खाक्षानवशात्‌ जगदुपादानं 
निमित्तं च, SB, pp. 234-235. 

(i) दृश्यं सव प्रातीतिकम्‌ , ibida, p. 235. 

(ii) इममेव दष्टिसरष्टिवाद्‌माचक्षते, ibid, p. 234. 

OR. ebata मनःप्रत्ययमलभमानाः केचिदाचार्याः 
auha रोचयन्ते, SLS, p. 272. 

(i) पकस्यैच च खकल्पितयुरुणास्त्राद्यपद्वृदित श्रवणमननादि 
ate यादात्मसाक्षात्कारे सति मोक्षः। SB,- p. 236. 

(ii) Dr. N. Veezhinathan, Samksepasariraka, Ed., 
Introduction pp: 138-140. 


84. शुकादीनां मोक्षश्रवणं त्वथेचादः SB, p. 236. 
85. इष्टसिद्विकारेरपि यावन्ति ज्ञानानि ताअन्ति अज्ञानानि इति 
अनेकाविद्यास्वीकारात्‌, TP, p. 376. 
एकजीववा दिभिरपि अयमर्थ अङ्गीक्रियत इति आह - इष्टसिद्धीति, 
NP, p. 376. 
86. तद्यो यो देवानां प्रत्यबुध्यत स पव तदभवत्तथर्षीणां तथा 
agami, Brh. Up., 1.4.10. 
87. तद्विद्धि .प्रणिपातेन परिप्रश्‍नेन सेवया। 
उपदेक्ष्यन्ति ते ज्ञानं श्ानिनस्तत्त्वदशिनः। Bh. 6. 4.34. 
88. अधिक तु भेदनिर्देशात्‌, 25, 2.1.22. 
89. येषां पुनर्निपुणमतीनां न अश्नानसंशयविपयंयलक्षणः पदार्थविषयः 
प्रतिबन्धोऽस्ति, ते शकलुबन्ति सकृूढुक्तमेव तत्वमसि वाक्यार्थं 
मिति तान्‌ प्रति आवृत््यानर्थंक्य मिष्टमेव | 
इ is BSB, 4.1.2. 
90. यस्य तु नैषोऽनुभवो द्रागिव जायते, तं प्रति अनुभवाथं पव 
आज्रृत्यभ्युपगमः, ihid. 
91. qpa शरीरं सजीवं शरीरान्तराणि निर्जीबानि इत्यत्र विनि- 
गमकाभावः KA, p- 107. 
T= 
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100. 


Chapter II 


गुरोश्च देवतेक्यात्‌ प्रथङनमस्कारोऽत्र न Haz! IS, p. 37. 


इष्टा निष्टाप्तिहानीच्छोस्तत्सिद्धियद्दशा श्रतेः। 
तं मां नत्वा agad विवृणोमि आत्मसंदशे॥ ibid., p. 1. 


अशानं चेत्कार्यम्‌ प्राङमुक्तेवंन्धाभावो मुक्तानां बन्धे$निर्मोक्ष- 
प्रसङ्गात्‌ [ङ्गः] , ibid, p. 71. 


तस्माज्ञडस्य Bara च न कश्चिद्विोषोऽज्ञान्प्रति, 
ibid., p. 72. 


केचित्पुनः उक्तरहस्यानभिज्ञाः प्राहुः - इष्टसिद्धिळतः पको 
जीवोऽभीष्टः ; इतरे जीवाभासाः; अद्यापि कस्यापि मोक्षो 
न aya, पश्चात्‌ भविष्यति - इति ; तत्तेषां इष्टसिद्धिग्रन्थ- 
मात्रदरित्वमपि नास्तीति छ्यापयति। यतः इष्टसिद्विकृता 
MIMS एव तावत्‌ गुरोर्जीवविशेषस्य देवतैक्यं घ्रादशि । 
द्वितीयश्लोके च “a मां नत्बेति ” - स्वस्य जीवन्मुकतत्वख्या- 
पनाय। सिद्धान्तश्लोके च जीवन्सुक्तिरसाधि। अविद्यायाश्च 
का्यत्वनिरासावसरे ' प्रागुक्तानां बन्धः स्यात्‌? इति agai 
सुक्तिभागित्वं अभाणि। ब्रह्मणि प्रमाणप्रबृत्तिनिरूपणावसरे च 
“ अज्ञान्‌ प्रति जडस्य स्तप्रकाशस्य त्वनविशेषः इति। 

ISV, pp. 365-366. 


एको जीवो भवेत्परः 75, p. 299. 


पकलक्षणमेकमुच्यते भिन्नलक्षणं च भिन्नम्‌ , सवंस्य च जीवस्य 
चिन्मात्रलक्षणत्वात्‌ एकः. एव परः चिद्धातुः उपाधिषु जीवो 
भवेत्‌। qaem: अयं पकजीववादः इष्टसिद्विकता इष्टः 
अन्यस्तुष्टिवादः इति सन्तोष्टव्यम्‌ ° - इति, 757, p. 260. 
Vide: MK. BhT, ७. 89. 

Vide also: सरबषां जीवानां एक एव आत्मास्वभावः aat- 
त्मता निर्धारिता सा श्रुतिस्म्रतिमूला, PV, Vol. II, p. 390. 


न चाद्वैतविरोधः व्यावदारिकप्रमाणसिद्धव्यवस्थायाः तात्विका- 
द्वैतविरोधित्वाभावात्‌। 757, p. 366. 


अविद्यादिमतः संसारिणः शरीसद्यपेक्षा शानोत्पत्तिः स्यात्‌» 


न ज्ञानप्रतिबन्धकारणरहितस्य इंरवरस्य ' BSB, 1.1.5. 
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Notes 19 


कदाचिदेव केनचिदेव किञ्चिदेव प्रमीयत इति कालविदोषादि- 
प्रतिनियतस्य ज्ञानकमंणः व्यवस्था (्रतिकमंव्यवस्था) 
NR, pp. 257-8. 


अदष्टेन्द्रियादिसहरतमन्तःकरणं गवाक्षनिस्स्‌तप्रदीप प्रभा वद्दीर्घ- 
प्रभाकारेण विषयपर्यन्तं परिणमते सा वुद्धिवृत्तिरित्युच्यते | 
Bh. G. B.T. p.21. 


किमनन्तानि yraa वाढम्‌ ; अनन्तान्येव, यदि aa- 
न्तानि शुक्तिश्चानानि, ZS, p. 63. 


यावन्ति ज्ञानानि तावन्ति सन्निवर्त्यान्यज्ञानानीत्यभ्युपगमात्‌ , 
TP, p. 383. 


32200 अन्तःकरणोपाधिकत्वेन जीवः RRIT) अतः संस- 
amara, न घटादिकमवभासयति। वृत्तिद्ठारा तत्संसृष्टविष- 


यावच्छिन्नब्रह्म चैतन्याभेदाभिव्यक्तो तु तं विषयं प्रकाशयति | 
SIS, p: 125. 


घटादेश्चिद्विवर्तत्वात्‌ स्वाधिष्टानचित्तादात्म्येन स्फुरणे प्राप्ते 
चिदावरणाज्ञानप्रतिवन्धात्‌ घरादिनं प्रकाशते, घटाद्याकार- 


प्रमाणेन तस्मिन्नज्ञानेऽपसारिते नान्तरीयकं घटादिसंवेदन भवति, 
MK. Bh. T. P. 35a 


विरोधिविधुराणामेव ज्ञानाभावानां अभानहेतुत्वम्‌, सति तु 
एकस्मिन ज्ञाने विरोधिसदूभावात्‌ न अभानहेतुत्वम्‌ इत्येतत्‌ 
अज्ञानेष्वपि समानम्‌, LS, p. 94. 


त्वात्‌ ; Bh. P; p. 100. 

- अत्र केचित्‌ आहुः - यथा ज्ञानप्रागभावानामनेकेषां सत्त्वेऽपि 
एकन्ञानोद्ये पक पब प्रागभावो निवतंते, संशयादिजिननश- 
कतया तदावरणरूपेछु प्रागभाबान्तरेषु सत्स्वपि विषयाब- 
भासः तथा एकज्ञानोदये एकमेव ami निवतंते, अज्ञाना- 


न्तरेषु सत्स्वपि बिषयावभासः, SLS, p- 137. 
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Chapter IT 


जीवस्य हि स्वोपाध्यन्तःकरणवृत्तिक्षानाश्रयत्वरूपं ज्ञातृत्वं प्रमाण- 
सिद्धम्‌ । ब्रह्मणश्च अन्तःकरणाभावात्‌ ज्ञातत्वं न सम्भवति। 
न च ब्रह्मणोऽप्यन्तःकरणमस्त्विति वाच्यम्‌। ` कार्योपाधिरयं 
जीवः' इति श्रूत्या तस्य जीवोपाधित्वेन नियमितत्वात्‌ 
श्ञातृत्वं च सवंश्चत्वव्यापकम्‌। ज्ञातृत्वविशेषरूपत्वात ad- 
RI) तथा च ब्रह्मणः ज्ञातृत्वस्य व्यापकस्य Aga 
व्याप्यसवज्ञत्वनिवृत्ति रित्यथः । ज्ञातृत्वाभावे सवंज्ञत्वं दूरापास्तं 
इत्येवकाराथेः। KA, p. 119. 

See Note No: 112. 


(i) अतीतसमस्तवस्तुजातस्य स्वसत्ताकाले च साक्षात्तस्य 
तथैव सवंदावभासने पुनरावरणकारणाभावात्‌ , तदभावजनित- 
संस्कारवत्तया विच्छिन्नतद्विषयस्मरणोपपत्तेश्च अतीतवस्तुविषयावः 
भाससिद्धिः। तथा च ब्रह्मणो मायाशक्तिमत्वात्‌ मायायाश्च 
स्टे mia स्रुज्यमाननिखिलपदार्थस्फुरणरूपेण जीवादष्टा- 
लुसारेण विवतंमानत्वात्‌ तत्साक्षितया तदुपाधिकस्य ब्रह्म- 
णोऽपि तत्साधकत्बसिद्धेः अनागतवस्तुविज्ञानोपपत्तिरिति सवं 
सुव्यवदातम्‌ , TS, p. 22. 


Vide: SLS, p. 120. 


(i) सवेस्य कतृत्वादेव वतंमानस्वकायंसर्वंविषयश्चता तावत्‌ 
सिद्धा | एबं तत्तत्कालेऽतीतसवंविषयाचगमात्‌ अचुभूतविषयाः 
am स्मृतिः स्रमायापरिणामोपाधिरनावरणत्वात्‌ सवं- 
विषया कल्प्यते। तथा gÈ: प्रागपि सुज्यमानपदार्थावधार- 
णस्य कुलालादिषु इष्टत्वात्‌ आयामिसर्वविषयज्ञानं स्वमाया- 
परिमाणोपाधि कल्प्यत इति युक्ता सर्वज्ञता , V, p- 646. 
(ii) बिवरणकारमते तु विद्यमानेषु प्रत्यक्षरूपा, भाविषु अनु” 
मितिरूपा, अतीतेषु स्मृतिरूपा mana: स्वीक्रियत इति 
ताभिरेब ईश्वरस्य ada सदा इति तत्रोक्तम्‌ , 

NR, p. 260. 
यत्प्रसादाद्धि योगिनामप्यतीतानागतविषयं प्रत्यक्षं ज्ञानमिच्छन्ति 
योगशास्त्रविदः किसु वक्तव्यं तस्य नित्यसिद्धस्येश्बरस्य सृष्टिः 
स्थितिसंहृतिविषयं नित्यज्ञानं भवतीति, BSB, 1.1.5. 
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Notes 21 


(i) मायापरिणामेषु हि प्रतिबिम्बिता चित्‌ तत्र प्रकाशा- 
भासोदयहेतुभंबति ... ... संच शातता इत्यथः, PV, p. 93. 


(ii) एका तावदनाद्यनिर्वाच्या gags: चिन्मात्रसंबन्धिनी 
माया। तस्यां चित्प्रतिबिम्व इश्वरः तत्परिणापैरेव स ad- 
श्त्वादिमान्‌ , ibid. 


प्रकटाथकारास्त्वाहुः - यथा जीवस्य खोपाध्यन्तःकरणपरिणा- 
माञ्चैतन्यप्रतिबिस्त्रद्राहिणः [सन्ति] इति तद्योगात्‌ ज्ञातृत्वम्‌ , 
एवं ब्रह्मणः स्वोपाधिमायापरिणा मा श्चित्प्रति बिम्बग्राहिणस्सन्तीति 
तत्प्रतिबिस्बितेः स्फुरणैः कालत्रयवत्तिनोऽपि प्रपश्चस्यापरोक्ष्ये- 
णाकलनात्‌ सवक्षत्वमिति | SLS, pp. 119-120. 


एकमेवाद्वितीयम्‌ , Chind. Up., 6.2.1. 


TE we: प्राक्‌ ¦ एकमेवाद्वितीयम्‌ ' इत्यवधारणानुरोधेन 


महाभूतानामिव वृत्तिक्षानानामपि प्रलयस्य वक्तव्यतया ... 
SLS, p. 121. 


.. ब्रणः तदा सवंक्षत्वाभावापत्त्या प्राथमिकमायाविवतं- 
रूपे ईक्षणे तत्पूवंके महाभूतादौ च ्ष्टुत्वाभावप्रसङ्गाञ्च | 
ad सति ब्रह्मणस्सवंविषयश्षानात्मकत्वमेच स्यात्‌, न घु 
सवंज्ञानकतृंत्वरूपं क्षातृत्वमस्ति। ibid., p. 122. 


वितरन एवमपि सुष्टिपूवंकाले ब्रह्मचेतन्यव्यतिरिकतस्य माया- 
तत्संवन्धादेः सत्त्वात्‌ अद्वितीयत्वावधारणं सुख्यं न खंभवति। 
यदि च मायादेरनादित्वप्रतिपादकश्रुत्यादिबलात्‌ व्याकृतकार्या- 
त्मकद्वितीयाभावावधारणपर तद्वचनमित्युच्येत ... ... 


ro Seal तदा सर्वदा सवविषयकक्षानकतृत्वरूपसवंत्ञत्वप्रतिपादक- 
श्रत्यादिबलात्‌ सवंक्ञत्वघटकमायावृत्तिसन्तति व्यतिरिक्तकार्या- 


मावावधारणपरमद्वितीयत्वबचनमित्यपि कल्पनं तुल्यम्‌ । 
ibid. 


चैतन्यस्य शुद्धस्य नित्यत्वेऽप्युपहितं सद्नित्यं कार्य आकाश- 


मिव घटावच्छिन्नम्‌ ... '-. विषयावच्छिन्नप्रकाशः कायम्‌ ... ... 
Bh. p. 170. 
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Chapter III 


122. 


123. 


124. 


125. 


126. 


nN — 


Oy Cai Se 


यद्यपि ब्रह्म स्वरूपचेतन्येनेव स्वसंसष्टसर्वावभासकं , तथापि 
तस्य स्वररूपेणाकायत्वेऽपि इश्यावच्छिन्नरूपेण ब्रह्मकार्यत्वा 
' यस्सवंश्ञः› इत्यादिज्ञानजनिकतृत्वश्रृतेरपि न कश्चिद्विरोधः 
इति वाचस्पतिमिश्राः SLS, p. 123. 


न चोपाधिकं कुठेत्वमपारमार्थिकम्‌। यथाञ्िगतेनोष्ण्यगुणेन 
दाहोऽनुभूयते किमसावपारमार्थिको भवति। यद्यपि स्वात्मनि 
(औष्ण्य) [Raed] स्वतो नास्ति (एवं) [तथापि] उपाधि- 
वशात्‌ कतृत्वसुपजायते, Bh. Bh. p. 139. 


यद्युपाधिसंयोगादात्मनि परमार्थतःकतृत्वमुत्पद्यते अद्निसंयोगादिव 
घटे लौहित्यम्‌। तदोपाधिविशमेऽप्यात्मनः कर्ठत्वमापद्येतेत्यनिर्मो- 
क्षप्रसङ्गः। न चाग्नेरोष्ण्यं दाह्ये तत्त्वतो भवति परधर्मस्य परत्र 
गमनानुपपत्तेः। ... ... किं चोपाधिखंयोगोऽपि निरवयवस्य 
निरूपणं न aati तस्मात्‌, कर्त्रन्तःक्रणप्रतिविस्विततया 
मिथ्येवात्मनः कतृत्वम्‌। तयोश्च तादात्म्यादैकरूप्यावभासः 
इति स्थितम्‌ , PV, Vol. II. ७. 645. 


न हि उपाधियोगादप्यन्याइशस्य वस्तुनोऽन्याडशः स्वभावः 

संभवतिः न हि स्वच्छः सन्‌ स्फटिकः अलक्तकाद्यपाधि- 

योगाद्स्वच्छो भवति, श्रममात्रत्वादस्वच्छताभिनिवे शस्य ः 
ibid., p. 767. 


Dr. N. Veezhinathan, Sanksepasariraka, Ed., Intro- 
duction, pp. 10-11, 40-41. 


CHAPTER III 


सदेव सौम्य इदमत्र आसीत्‌ , Chand. Up., 6.2.1. 

छे चाव ब्रह्मणो रूपे सूत चैवासूतं च, Brh. Up., 2.3.1. 
अथात आदेशो नेति नेति, ibid, 2.3.6. 
त्रिकालावाध्यत्वरूपसत्व [व्यतिरेको नासत्वम्‌ ] AS, p. 16. 
क्वचिद्प्युपाधो सत्वेन पतीयमानत्वानधिकरणत्वम्‌ , ibid. 
तरति शोकमात्मवित्‌, Chand. Up., 7.1.3. 
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यतो वा इमानि भूतानि जायन्ते, येन जातानि जीवन्ति 
यत्प्रयन्त्यभिसंविशन्ति , तद्विजिक्ञासख , agaf, 
Taitt. Up. 3.1. 


मायां तु प्रकृति विद्यात्‌ मायिनं तु महेश्‍वरम्‌ , 
Svet. Up., 4.10. 


यत्समवेत कार्यमुत्पद्यते तत्समवायिकारणम्‌ । यथा तन्तवः 
पटस्य, पटश्च स्वगतरूपादेः। कार्येण कारणेन वा सह पक- 
स्मिन्‌ अथे समवेतं सत्कारणं असमवायिकारणम्‌ । यथा 
तन्तुसंयोगः qa, तन्तुरूपं पटगतरूपस्य al तदुभयभिन्नं 
कारणं निमित्तकारणम्‌ । यथा तुरीवेमादिकं पटस्य । 


TS, p. 133. 
समवायिकारणत्वं द्रव्यस्येवेति विज्ञेयम्‌ , Karikdvali, 23. 
गुणकर्ममात्रबृत्ति ज्ञे यमथाप्यसमवायिहेतुत्वम्‌ , ibid. 
तदुभयभिन्नं कारणं निमित्तकारणम्‌ , TS, p.133. 


ईश्वरस्य चिकीर्षाबशात्‌ परमाणुषु क्रिया जायते। ततः पर- 
माणुद्वयसंयोगे सति gagag त्रिभिरेव gagè: 
च्यणुकम्‌ उत्पद्यते। एवं चतुरणुकादिक्रमेण महती पृथिवी, 
महत्य आपः, महत्तेजः महावायुः उत्पद्यते, TSD, p.85. 


Fa रावणप्रणीते भाष्ये हश्यते - यद्द्वाभ्यां द्यणुकाभ्याम्‌ 
आरब्धे कार्ये यन्महत्वमुत्पद्यते तस्य प्रचयः असमवायिकारणम्‌, 
PY, Vol. I. p. 491. 


द्वे gagè चतुरणुकमारभेते, BSB, 2.2.11. 


अल्पपरिमाणतारतम्यं क्वचिद्विश्रान्तम्‌ , परिमाणतारतम्य- 
त्यात्‌} महत्परिमाणतारतम्यवत्‌ , PY, Vol.I. p. 515. 


NK, p: 79. 


तन्राश्रयासिद्धो हेतुः। तथा हि - प्रामाणिक एव आश्रय इति 
तार्किकाणाम्‌ आग्रहः। तारतम्यं प्रमाणतो निरूपणं सहते। 
न तावत्‌ तारतम्यं नाम झुणः। परिमाणस्य शुणान्तरा- 
भाचात्‌। न जातिः, उत्कर्षादिमत्वात्‌ , PV, Vol. 1. p. 515, 
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19. gaat च तस्य स्वघर्मिणि परिमाणे विश्रान्तत्वात्‌ सिद्धसाधनम्‌ , 


20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


ibid. 
केवलान्वयिनि व्यापके प्रवतंमानो हेतुः पक्षे व्यापकप्रतीत्य- 
पर्यचसानवलात्‌ अन्वयव्यतिरेकिसाध्यविशेषं वाद्यमिमतं साधः 
यन्‌ महाविद्येत्युच्यते , MVV, p. 3. 


° शब्दोऽनित्यः कृतकत्वात्‌ ? इत्यत्र अन्वयव्यतिरेकिणि ` अयं 
शब्दः स्वस्वेतरवृत्तित्वानधिकरणानित्यनिष्ठाधिकरणं सेयत्वात्‌ 
घटवत्‌ इति, ibid., p. 6. 


See V.N. Jha: On Ubhayibhiva, Anyatarabhava and 
Visistabhava, Annals of BORI, Poona, Vol. LXIII, 
1982. But See Prof. Ingall’s Materials for the study of 
Navya-Nyaya Logic: The Harvard Oriental Series, Vol. 
40, p. 64. 


केवलान्वयिनि व्यापके-- साध्ये प्रवतेमानः अन्वयव्यतिरेकिहेतोः 
यत्साध्यं तद्वत्वं विना पक्षे साध्यप्रतीत्यनुपयत्या अन्वयव्यति- 
रेकिहेतोः साध्यमपि सांधयन्‌ केवलान्वयिहेतुविरोषः महाविद्ये 
त्युच्यते। यथा अयं शब्दः स्व-स्वेतरव्ृत्तित्वानधिकरणानित्य- 
निष्ठाधिकरणम्‌ प्रमेयत्वात्‌ घरवत्‌ ' इति। स्व-स्वेतरत्रृतित्वो- 
भयाभाववान्‌ यः अनित्यनिष्ठः धमः तद्धिकरणमित्यथः। स्वः 
शब्दः पक्षीकृतशाब्दपरः दृष्टान्ते घटे एतच्छब्दवृत्तित्वैतच्छब्दे- 


तरृत्तित्वोभयाभाववान्‌ अनित्यनिष्ठो धमः तद्घटत्वम्‌। तदः ` 


धिकरणत्वमादाय uÀ साध्यसत््वम्‌। पक्षे एतच्छब्दत्वः 
मादाय साध्यवत्वम्‌। तत्र एतच्छन्द्त्वस्य अनित्यनिष्ठत्वं पतः 
च्छब्दस्य अनित्यत्वं विना नोपपद्यते इति अनित्यत्वमपि साधः 
यति इद्मनुमानम्‌। पतदनित्यत्वं wee: अनित्यः कृतकत्वात्‌ 
इत्यस्य अन्वयव्यतिरेकिणः कृतकत्वस्य साध्यं भवति। 


न च साध्यस्य कथं केवलान्वयित्वम्‌ ? नित्येषु आत्मा 
दिषु अनित्यनिष्ठघर्माधिकरणत्वाभावात्‌ इति वाच्यम्‌। d- 
च्छब्दान्योन्याभावमादाय आत्मादिषु साध्यखत्वात्‌। तथा हि 
— '्एतच्छन्दद्त्तित्व-पतच्छन्देतरट्ृत्तित्वोभयाभावचान्‌ अनित्यः 
निष्ठो घमः पतच्छब्दान्योन्याभावः अनित्ये तच्छब्दे विद्यमानः 
त्वात्‌। एतच्छन्दान्योन्याभाचवत्वं च आत्मादिषु अस्तीति। 
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शब्दो$नित्यः कृतकत्वात्‌ , Taq, MV," p. 6. 


aq घटः पतङ्कथतिरिक्तानित्येतरमूर्तान्योन्याभाववान्‌ , प्रमे- 
यत्वात्‌ , Gerad, PV, Vol. I p. 515. 


अयं घटः एतद्‌व्यतिरिक्तानित्येतरमूर्तान्योन्याभाववान्‌ प्रमे- 
यत्वात्‌ , पटवत्‌ | 

पतदूघटब्यतिरिक्तः यः अनित्यः तदितरत्‌ यत्‌ ad 
तदन्योन्याभाववान्‌ इति साध्यार्थः। पतदूघटव्यतिरिक्तानित्ये- 
रत्‌ सूत gagas: तदन्योन्याभावः पढेऽस्तीति दृष्टान्ते 
साध्यसिद्विः। पक्षे एतद्घटे तु फतद्घरान्योन्याभावस्य 
बाधितत्वात्‌ एतदूघटव्यतिरिक्तानित्येतरसूतंपदेन परमाणुं ग्रही- 
त्वा तदूभेदमादाय साध्यसत्त्वसुपपाद्नीयम्‌। तञ्च परमाणु 
बिना न सङ्गच्छत इति परमाणुसिद्धिः। 
-्यणुकाचयवोऽपि सावयवः, महदारम्मकत्वात्‌ , कपालवत्‌। 
यः द्वधणुकावयवः स एव परमाणुः, TSD, p. 85. 
Vide also: त्रसरेणोरवयबाः MAAM: महदारम्भकत्वात्‌ , 
कपालबत, NSM, p. 118. 
पटस्य (वा) स्वतोऽन्योन्याभाववत्वप्रसङ्गः, अनुकूलतर्काभावात्‌ 
अप्रयोजकत्वं च PV, Vol. 1. p. 515. 


परमाणुः नित्यत्वव्यतिरिकतैतश्निष्टधर्मान्यघमंवान्‌ , प्रमेयत्वात्‌ 
पटवत्‌, tbid. 

परमाणुः  नित्यत्वव्यतिरिक्तैतन्निष्धर्मान्यधमंवान्‌ पमेयत्वात्‌ 
पटवत्‌। नित्यत्वव्यतिरिकतः यः पतन्निष्ठो घमः फतत्परमाणुः 
cari: तदन्यः पटत्वं तद्वव्वमादाय इष्टान्ते साध्य- 
सिद्धिः। पक्षे तु नित्यत्वमादायैव साध्यपयंवसानम्‌। Ta- 
त्परमाणुत्बस्य नित्यत्बव्यतिरिक्तत्वात्‌ एतनिष्ठत्वाच्च तदूव्यति- 
र्क्तत्वासंभवात्‌ नित्यत्वे तु नित्यत्वव्य तिरिक्तत्वरूपविरोषणा- 
भावात नित्यत्वव्यतिरिक्तैतन्निष्ठ्मंः पतत्परमाणुत्बं तदन्यत्वं 
नित्यत्वेऽस्तीति तद्वत्वमादाय पक्षे साध्यसिद्धिः । . 


नित्याः परमाणवः निरवयवद्रव्यत्वात्‌, आत्मवत्‌ 
| PY, Vol. I. p. 514. 
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32. परमाणुः अनित्यत्वव्यतिरिक्‍तेतनिष्ठधर्मान्यधमवान्‌ , प्रमेयत्वात 


33. 


34. 


35. 
36. 


Smi 


38. 


39. 


40. 


4l. 


परवत्‌, lbid., p. 515. 


असंबद्धस्य जन्यत्वे अरूंबद्धत्वाविरोषेण wa कार्यजातं ad- 
समात्‌ भवेत्‌, STK, p. 239. 


शक्तिभेद एव स atem यतः किञ्चिदेव कायं जनयेत्‌ न 
aay, ibid. 
संबद्धत्वे नासता सबन्धः, ibid., pp. 241-2. 


घटपटाद्र्थिनो नराः प्रतिनियतानि सृत्तन्त्वादीनि कारणानि 
गृह्णन्तो लोके हश्यन्ते, ... ... तदेतन्नियतोपादानग्रहणम्‌ अस- 
त्का्यंवादे नोपपद्यते, Sarabodhini, p. 238. 


सत एव परादेराविर्भावाय कारणापेक्षा, STK, p. 253. 


Vide also: तन्तव wa तेन तेन संस्थानभेदेन परिणताः 
परः, न तन्तुभ्योऽर्थान्तरं पटः ibid, pp. 246-7. 


अयमभिसन्धिः - कायं हि कारणयुणात्मक॑ ष्टम्‌, यथा 
तन्त्वादिणुणात्मकं पटादिकम्‌। तथा महृदादिलक्षणेनापि 
कार्येण सुखदुःखमोहरूपेण स्वकारणगतसुखदुःखमोहात्मना 
भबितबव्यम्‌। तथा च तत्कारणं सुखदुःखमोहात्मकं IAA- 
nasa सिद्धं भवति, ibid, p. 293. 


Vide also: प्रीत्यप्रीतिविषादात्मकाः प्रकाशप्रवृत्तिनियमार्थाः | 
अन्योन्या मिभवाश्रयजननमिथुनवृत्तयश्च॒ N: ॥ 
a, 12 
ama विपर्यासात्‌ सिद्धं साक्षित्वं अस्य पुरुषस्य। 
कैवल्यं माध्यस्थ्यं gud अकतभावश्व ibid, 19. 


द्विविधा हि प्रधानस्य प्रवृत्तिः — प्रलयकालिकी सर्गकालिकी 
च। तत्र “ सत्वरजस्तमसाम्‌ अन्योन्यशुणप्रधानभावानपेक्षा 
सास्येन खरूपमाञेण अवस्थानरूपा सडशपरिणामपरम्परावा- 
हिनी प्रथमा ””, सत्त्वरजस्तमसां परस्पराङ्गङ्गित्वप्रयुक्ता सा- 


म्याचस्थानात्प्रच्युतिरूपाविसड शपरिणतिपरम्परावाहिनी च द्विती" 
या, ४८४८००८८८७. pp. 303-304. 


सुखादीनामान्तरत्बात्‌ शब्दादीनां च वाह्यत्वप्रतीतेः सुखादयः 
न्वयो भावानामसिद्ध इत्यर्थः। किञ्च शब्दादीनां सुखादिनिमिः 
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'तत्वप्रतीतेः निमित्तनेमित्तकय़ोग्य भेदस्य ofageara शब्दा- 
दीनां सुखाद्यात्मकत्वम्‌ इति । PV, Vol. 1, 7, 472. 
विमतं न स्वतन्त्राचेतननिर्मितम्‌ , बिचित्रकार्यत्वात्‌ प्रासादा- 
दिवत्‌ , ibid., p. 471. 


प्रधानम्‌ न स्वतन्त्रं जगत्कारणम्‌ क्रेबलाचेतनत्वात्‌ , मृन्मा- 
Faq ibid. 
इदं जगत्‌ विशिष्टवुद्धिमत्कतुंपूवंक विशिष्टरचनात्वात्‌ प्राखादा- 
दिवित्‌। ibid. 
प्रधानम्‌ विशिष्टचेतनाधिष्ठितम्‌ स्वकार्यायालम्‌ , AAAA- 
त्वात्‌, स्रदादिवत्‌, ibid., 
प्रधानस्यापि चेतनान्तराधिष्टितत्वप्रलङ्गः BSB, 2.2.1, 
अभिव्यक्तिरपि यदि असती कथं तस्याः कारणम्‌? सतीति 
चेत्‌, भावोपलम्भप्रसङ्गः तदवस्थ एवेति कस्यचिद पूर्वस्य 
विशेषस्य डपजननमन्तरेण प्रागनुप लब्धस्य पश्चा दुप लम्भः FAS: | 
NK, p. 342. 
कार्यकारणयोः भेदवादिभिरभेदवादिभिश्च alna: परस्परं प्रति- 
क्षेप्तुमशक्यैः न्यायैः कार्यस्य कारणात्‌ भेदाभेदाभ्यां प्रायु- 
त्पत्तेः सत्त्वासत्त्वाभ्यां च दुर्निरूपत्वात्‌ तस्यानतत्वं सिद्धम्‌, 
KA, p. 48. 
परमात्मनोऽवस्थाविशेषःप्रपञ्चोऽयम्‌। अत एव वस्तुत्वम्‌ 
सदात्मकत्वात्‌ । Bh. Bh. p. 96. 
कृत्स्नपरिणामप्रसक्तौ सत्यां मूलोच्छेदः प्रसज्येत , द्रष्टव्य- 
तोपदेशानर्थक्यं चापद्येत ... ... तदूव्यतिरिक्तस्य च ब्रह्मणाऽ- 
संभवात ... ... अथैतद्दोषपरिजिह्दीषया सावयवमेव ब्रह्माभ्युप- 
गम्येत, तथापि ये निरवयवत्वस्य प्रतिपादकाः शब्दा 
उदाह्ृतास्ते gàg सावयवत्वे चानित्यत्वप्रसङ्ग इति , 
BSB, 2.1.26. 


(i) परमात्मा स्वयमात्मानं कायंत्वेन परिणमयामास इत्यथः | 


शक्तिविक्षेपं कृतवान्‌, Bh. Bh. p. 85. 
(i) इश्वरस्य द्वे शक्ती भवतः। भोग्यशक्तिः एका 


मोक्तुशक्तिश्च अपरा । ibid., p. 105. 
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53. 
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55. 
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62. 


(iii) अप्रच्युतस्वरूपस्य शक्तिविक्षेपलक्षणः | 
परिणामो यथा तन्तुनाभस्य पटतन्तुवत्‌ ॥ 
ibid., p. 96. 
Vide: PV, Vol. I, p. 378. 
Vide also: P. N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of 
Bhedābheda, pp. 44 ff. 
Sce Note No: 50, of the prevoius Chapter. 


कारणं पूर्वसिद्धं मृत्सुवर्णादिलक्षणं ततः कार्यम्‌ पश्चाज्जाय- 
मानं तदाश्चितमेव जायते। कारणखमानार्था हि कायंबुद्धिन 
कारणस्वरूपोपमदेंन देशतः कालतो वा पृथग्भूतं कायं इश्यते। 
Bh. Bh. ७. 17. 

कारणस्यावस्थामात्रं काय व्यतिरिक्ताव्यतिरिक्तम्‌ , 
ibid., p. 93. 


आत्मा वा अरे द्रष्टव्यो श्रोतव्यो मन्तव्यो निदिध्यासितव्यः, 

Brh. Up. 2.4.5. 
स च भिन्नाभिन्नखरूपः अभिन्नरूपं स्वाभाविकम्‌, औपा- 
धिकं तु मिन्जरूपम्‌ , Bh. Bh. p. 141. 


प्रमाणतश्चेत्प्रतीयते को विरोधोयमुच्यते । 
विरोधे चाविरोधे च प्रमाणं कारणं मतम्‌ ॥ ibid, p. 103. 


यद्प्यभाणि भास्करेण “ प्रमाणसिद्धत्वात्‌ कोऽयं विरोधः ” इति, 
PY, Vol. II, p 444. 
- एतदप्रमयं भ्रवम्‌। Brh. Up., 4.4.20. 


aaa केशवेन प्रलेपे “ विरोध aq नास्ति विकारोत्पत्तेः 
पूष कारणस्याविकारित्वात्‌ , तदभिपायाः waa: इति 
BRS? aat कणंकठोरं रुरुदे ` विरोधे5प्यल्पत्वनिष्फलत्व- 
सामान्यविषयत्वैयंथासंभवं निष्कियत्वादिश्रतीनामेव भङ्गः इति, 
PY, Vol. I, p. 378. 

वाचारस्भणं विकारो नामधेयम्‌ मृत्तिकेत्येव सत्त्यम्‌ , 
Chand. Up., 6.1.4. 
वागिन्द्रियस्य उभयं आरम्भणम्‌ विकारो IATA ... ... 
उभयमालम्व्य वाग्व्यवहारः प्रवतते ‘ada उदकमाहर ' इति 
Bh. Bh. p. 93. 
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Vide: PV. Vol. I, pp. 416-417. 
यद्‌पि केशवेनावादि “ वाचारम्भणश्रुत्या कारणात्कायंस्या- 
त्यन्तिकभेदो निषिध्यते; स्वरूपेण तु कार्यस्य सत्त्वमेव ” इति, 
ibid.., p. 417. 


सदेव सौम्येदमग्र आखीत्‌ , कमेवाद्वितीयम्‌ , 
Chand. Up., 6.2.1. 


wat स gama य इह नानेव प्यति, 
Kath. Up. 4-10. 


(1) यञ्च केशवेन वल्गितम्‌ - प्रलये ahane, न 
संदा इति, PV, Vol. I, p. 370. 


(ii) यञ्च भेददशनमेव निन्द्यते न भेद इति, ibid. 


यञ्च भास्करेणाभाणि -- शक्तिविक्षेपकत्वं परिणामित्वमिति , 
तत्र खा शक्तिरसत्या सत्या वा? आद्ये मायासंख्यम्‌ । 
चरमे निरूप(णा) [ण] सहिष्णुत्वं वाच्यम्‌। निरूपणं न 
सहते सत्या च इति व्याघातात्‌। निरूप्यमाणे च नात्यन्त- 
भेदे अभेदे वा शक्तितद्वदूभावः। भिन्नाभिन्नत्वं च विरोधा- 
देव नाङ्गं घारयति। चन्द्रभेदस्य तदेकत्वज्ञानेन ... ... बाध- 
दशनात्‌ विरोधः स्थित एव, ibid, Vol. I, p. 378. 


शक्यमपि तस्या सदसद्वा न निरूपणं सहते। 
ibid., p. 379. 


‘qasa शक्तिः’ इति चानिर्वाच्यप्रपश्चा मायैवेत्यवोचत्‌ , 
ibid. 
यद्प्यभाणि भास्करेण — प्रमाणसिद्धत्वात्‌ कोऽयं विरोध इति, 
तत्र ब्रमः -- सत्यम्‌ , यदि भेदाभेदग्रादक प्रमाणं स्यात्‌। 
न तावत्‌ मृद्घट इति प्रत्यक्षम्‌, तस्य घटस्य AINA- 
तामात्रविषयत्वेन भेदाभेदयोरोदासीन्यात्‌ , 
ibid., Vol. I, p. 444. 
औपाधिकभेदालम्बना भेदश्र॒तिः, स्वाभाचिकभेदालम्बना चा- 
भेदश्रतिः इति न कश्चिद्विरोधः, PV, Vol. I, p 447. 


पतदप्रमयं war, Brh. Up., 4.4.20. 
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73, यच्चात्र केशवेन प्रलेपे - विरोध एव नास्ति विकारोत्पत्तेः 
पूवं कारणस्याविकारित्वात्‌ तदभिप्रायाः श्रुतय इति, az. 
aq, अविदोषप्रवृत्तायाः श्रतेः पीडाप्रसङ्गात्‌ ... ... शुक्तेः 
स्बतोऽरूप्यत्वेऽमि मिथ्यारूपतादात्म्यवत्‌ निविकारस्यापि सदा 
मायोपाधिकविकारविषयत्वात्‌ aA: , 

PV, Vol. I, p. 378. 

74. न तावदल्पत्वं भङ्गकारणम्‌ , wanes विधेः अथे 
वादादिभ्योऽल्पत्वेन भङ्गप्रसङ्गात्‌ , ibid., 


75. नापि निष्फलत्वम्‌ , यदा ह्येवैष णतस्पिन्नरश्येऽनात्त्येऽनि- 
रुक्तेऽनिलयनेऽभयं प्रतिष्ठां विन्दते, अथ सोऽभयं गतो इति 
निर्विशेषब्रह्मनिश्चयचत एव अभयप्राप्तिश्रवणात्‌। ' उदरमन्तरं 
कुरुते, अथ तस्य भयं भवति’ [7०१८. Up. 2.7.] इत्यल्प 
मपि भेदं कुर्वतो भयप्राप्त्यभिधानात्‌ , ibid. 


76. ' प्रमाणानुग्राहकस्तकः ` इति न्यायविदो वावदन्ति। aag- 
Mena च बलवत्त्वापादनमेव | अतो विकारित्दे साचयवत्वा- 
नित्यत्वादिप्रसङ्गलक्षणतकोनुगृहीताविका रित्वश्रुतेरेव वाधकत्वम्‌ , 

ibid. 

77. Chand. Up. 6.2.1. 

78. एतदात्म्यमिदं aay तत्सत्यम्‌ , ibid, 6.16.1. 


79. See Note No: 58 of the Sixth Chapter of the present 
thesis. 


80. सत्ये भेदे तदुशनस्यापि निन्दानुपपत्तेः ... ... ‘sq’ शब्दायो- 
गाञ्च, PV, Vol. I, p. 370, 
8]. वाचारम्भणं विकारो नामधेयम्‌ , मृत्तिकेत्येव सत्यम्‌ , 
Chand. Up., 6.1.4. 
82. विकारो घटादिः। चाचा -- घटशरावाद्रिस्ति’ इत्यादि- 
| शब्देन आरभ्यते — व्यवहियते इत्यारम्भणम्‌। वाचा व्यव- 
ह्रियत एव, न चस्तुतोऽस्ति विकार: तस्य दुनिरूपत्वात्‌ 
इति भावः। कथं ate TRG सकाशात्‌ घटादिःजातः - 
इति कायकारणयोः भेदव्यवहार: ? इत्यत आह -- नामधेयम्‌ 


— भेदव्यबहारः नाममात्रम्‌ अथशून्यम्‌। ... ... विकारवत्‌ 
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दोऽपि अनिर्वचनीय इति भावः। किं तर्हि सत्यम्‌ ? तत्राह 
= मृत्तिकेति। मृत्तिका इत्यनेन मत्तिकात्वेन रूपेण घटशरा- 
वादिविकारेषु प्रतीयमानं कारणरूपं वस्तु सत्यम्‌ „ 
KA, pp. 48-49. 
विकारसत्यत्वं ‘aa’ कारेण व्यवच्छिद्यते, ibid. 
‘Sa तमादेशमप्राक्ष्यो येनाश्रुतं श्रुत भवति ' [Chand. Up., 
6.1.3.] इत्यादिना हि एकविज्ञानेन सर्वविज्ञानं प्रतिज्ञाय तत्र 
दष्टान्तापेक्षायाम्‌ इदमवतारितम्‌ ` यथा सौम्यैकेन मृत्पिण्डेन › 
[Chand. Up., 6.1.4.] इत्यादि। तत्र यदि मृदादिसत्यत्वमपि 
विवक्ष्येत, तदा सदद्वैतानुपपत्तेः _ सर्वमसमञ्जसं स्यात्‌ , 
Candrik@, p. 35. 
उत तमादेशमप्राक्षयो येनाश्रुतं aa भवति अमतं मतम्‌ 
अविज्ञातं विज्ञातमिति , Chand. Up., 6.1.3. 
वाचारम्भणं विकारो नामधेयम्‌ , सृत्तिकेत्येव सत्यम्‌ , 
ibid.. 6.1.4. 
(i) आत्मनो वा अरे दशनेन श्रवणेन मत्या विज्ञानेनेदं 
ad विदितम्‌ , Brh. Up, 2.4.5. 
(ii) आत्मनि खलु अरे इष्टे श्रुते मते विज्ञात इदं सव॑ विदितम्‌ , 
ibid., 4.5.6. 
` आत्मनि विदिते सव॑ विदित भवति ' इत्यादिप्रतिज्ञावाक्येषु 
स्वपदस्य सवंतत्वपरत्वेन तत्तदसाधारणरूपेण सवंज्नानस्य 
अविवक्षितत्वात्‌ , KA, p.63. 
कस्मिन्नु भगवो विज्ञाते सवंमिदं विज्ञातं भवतीति , 
Mung. Up., 1.1.3. 


एतद्यो बेद निहितं गुद्दायां सोऽविद्याग्रन्थि विकिरतीह सोम्य , 
ibid., 2.1.10. 


यत्पुनः भास्करेण व्याख्यातम्‌ “विकारो वाच्यः नामधघेयं 
वाचकम्‌; पतदुभय वाचो वागिन्द्रियस्यारम्भणं वागिन्द्रियं 
ह्यमयमालम्ब्य व्यवह्दारं sadad” इति तदसत्‌, i- 


परासङ्गतेः, पूर्वभागे हि मृद्दिश्ञानेन मत्कायंविज्ञानं प्रस्तु- 
aq, तत्र हेत्वाकाङक्षायां मत्सत्तयै् तत्कार्यस्य सत्ता 
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graa नास्तीत्येतदेव वक्तव्यम्‌; न त्वकिश्चित्करं वाच 
उभयारम्भकत्वम्‌; परत्रापि मिथ्याविरोध्यर्थाभिधायिनं सत्यः 
शब्दे Aaa प्रयुञ्जान आम्नायो विकारे पूर्वच्रानततत्वसुक्तं 
सूचयति | यदपि केशवेनावादि “ वाचारस्भणश्रुत्या कारणा- 
त्का्यंस्यात्यन्तिकभेदो निषिध्यते: खरूपेण तु कार्यस्य सत्त्व- 
मेव ” इति, तत्र स्वरूपेण सत्त्वमिति कोऽथः? कि कार- 
Tada कार्यखरूपसत्ता , किं वा सत्तान्तरम्‌? तत्राद्ये न 
विवादः। द्वितीये नैकविज्ञानेन सवंविज्ञानप्रतिक्ञासिद्धिः कारण- 
सत्ता कार्यसत्तापरिज्ञानाभावात्‌; अभेदात्‌ ज्ञाने भेदादश्ञानमपि 
स्यात्‌। मम त्वनिर्वाच्यानां विकाराणां कारणसत्तयेच सद्‌व्य- 
वहारगोचरत्वात्‌ कारणसत्तापरिज्ञाने सर्व॑सत्तापरिश्ञानं सिध्यतीति। 
PV, Vol. I, pp: 416-417. 
मुदादिदष्टान्तोऽपि अनन्यत्वे न परिणामित्वे। अन्यथा जा- 
ड्यस्यापि प्रसङ्गात्‌ , ibid, p. 424. 
यतो वा इमानि भूतानि जायन्ते येन जातानि जीवन्ति, 
यत्प्रयन्त्यभिसंविशन्ति , तद्विजिज्ञासस्व तद्‌ब्रह्मेति , 
Tatti. (ef 31.1. 
असङ्गो ह्ययं पुरुषः, Brh. Up., 4.3.15. 
असङ्गो न हि सञ्जते, ibid, 4.4.22. 
निष्कलं निष्क्रियम्‌, Svet. Up, 6.1.9. 
मायां तु Tala विद्यात्‌ , ibid, 4.10. 
कारणसलक्षणोऽन्यथाभावः परिणामः, तद्विलक्षणो Aad: 
SLS, pp. 45-46. 


(1) मायायाश्च परिणामित्वात्‌ उपादानत्वं योनित्वम्‌ । तदु- 
पाधेरीशवरस्य सोपाधिविकाराश्रयत्वमेव उपादानत्वम्‌ , 
निल CTS Tre SP 
(ii) मायाद्वारकमेव जगदाघारत्वम्‌, ibid, p. 56. 
सोऽकामयत , agai प्रजायेयेति , a तपो तप्यत, 
Taitt. Up., 2.6. 
aA ® 
नेचं ब्रह्मण उपादानकारणस्य सतोऽन्योऽधिष्ठाठापेक्ष्योऽस्ति, प्रागु- 
त्पत्तेः पकमेचा द्वितीयम्‌'' इत्यवघारणात्‌। अध्िष्ठारन्तराभावोऽपि 
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प्रतिज्ञादृष्टान्तानुपरोधादेवोदितो वेदितव्यः — अधिष्ठातरि हि 
उपादानादन्यस्मिन्‌ अभ्युपगम्यमाने पुनरप्येकविज्ञानेन ad- 
विज्ञानस्यासंभवात्‌ प्रतिज्ञादृष्टान्तोपरोध एव स्यात्‌, 

BSB, 1.4.23. 


102. सत्यस्य सत्यम्‌ , प्राणा घे सत्यं तेषामेष सत्यम्‌ , 
Brh. Up., 2.1.20. 


103. तथा विद्वान्‌ नामरूपाद्विसुक्‍तः परात्परं पुरुषमुपैति दिव्यम्‌ , 
Mund. Up., 3.2.8. 


104. (i) तथा श्रुतिरपि परमसुक्षा मदादेः सांव्यवहारिकसत्य- 
तानुपमर्देनेव प्रथमं तावत्‌ कुम्भाद्यलीकभावं विवक्षति, पश्चा- 
न्मृदादेरपि अलीकप्रतिपादनात्‌ अद्वैतसत्यत्वं प्रसाधयितुमित्यर्थंः, 

Candrika, p. 35. 

(1) प्राणादीनां सांव्यवहारिकमेव सत्यत्वं सत्यशब्देनाभिधीयते, 

ibid., p. 36. 

Vide also: आगमाद्भेदस्य मिथ्यात्वावगमात्‌ तद्ग्राहकाणां 

प्रत्यक्षादीनां देहात्मप्रत्ययवत्‌ व्यावहारिकत्वात्‌ देहव्यतिरिक्ता- 

त्मग्राहकप्रमाणस्य अविरोधवत्‌ अद्वैतागमस्यापि अविरोध इति 
भावः, PV, Vol. I, p. 416. 

105. SLS, pp. 215-216. 

106. कथं ar मिथ्यात्वमवगतम्‌। न तावत्‌ प्रत्यक्षानुमानाभ्याम्‌। 
ताभ्यां हीदं प्रपञ्चजातं परिच्छिन्नम्‌। न चात्र करणदोष- 
वाधकप्रत्ययो स्तः। पृथिव्यादिक्षानस्य आसंसारं स्वेषां प्राणि- 
नामजुवृत्तेः। अतः पारमार्थिक एवायं भेदः तन्निबन्धनश्च 
व्यवहारः, Bh. Bh., p. 94. 

See PV, p. 428. 

107: तत्र यदि प्रत्यक्षबाधाभावात्‌ सत्यत्वमभिप्रेतम्‌ , तदा चन्द्र- 
प्रादेशिकत्ववणंदैष्यं - देहाद्यात्ममावानामपि सत्यत्वप्रसङ्गः | 
तेषामासंसारमनुवृत्तः,, PV, Vol. I, p. 428. j 

108. अथ तत्र आजुमानिकस्य आगमिकस्य वा बाधस्य विद्यमान- 
त्वात्‌ तत एव दोषस्याप्रि कल्प्यमानत्वात्‌ असत्यता सदा 
सिद्धैब अवगम्यते। तर्हि cata आगमानुमानयोरुपन्यस्तत्वात्‌ 

TS 
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Chapter III 


अविद्यादोषस्य च संभावितत्वात्‌ प्रागनिर्शातमपि मिथ्यात्वमव- 
गम्यताम्‌, tbid. 


ब्रह्मज्ञानं मिथ्या ज्ञानत्वात्‌ प्रपञ्चशानवत्‌ , Bh. Bh, p. 94. 
See PV, p. 428. 


तत्सत्यम्‌ , Chand. Up., 6.8.7. 


सत्यस्य सत्यम्‌ प्राणाचे सत्यम्‌ , तेषामेष सत्यम्‌ , 
Brh. Up., 2.1.20. 


amyag -- ब्रह्मज्ञानमपि तर्हि मिथ्या स्यात्‌, अविद्याप्रसू- 
तत्वात्‌ , श्ञानत्वाद्वा प्रपञ्चज्ञानबदिति, तदतिपल्णु। स्व- 
रूपमिथ्यात्वसाधने सिद्धसाधनत्वात्‌ , विषयमिथ्यात्वखा घने 
च आगमबाधितत्वात्‌, PV, Vol. I, pp. 428-9. 


न चासत्यात्‌ सत्यप्रतिपत्तौ दृष्टान्तोऽस्ति। 
न च राशविषाणात्‌ कस्यचित्‌ प्रतिपत्तिरस्ति । 
Bh. Bh. p. 94 


यञ्च मिथ्याशब्दस्य तुच्छाथेकत्वं ग्रहीत्वा आगमस्याबोधक- 
त्वादिवल्गनम्‌ , तत्‌ पररहस्याविज्ञानविजम्मितमिति उपह- 
सन्ति wari तथा हि - मिथ्यात्वं नाम बाध्यत्वम्‌ । 
AMMAR प्रत्यक्षवाधे ज्ञाननिवत्यंत्वम्‌। परोक्षबाधे 
मायाकाये परमार्थसत्यत्ववैधुयंप्रकटीकरणम्‌ | न च ताडशमि 
थ्यात्वविशिष्टस्यार्थक्रियायां काचित्‌ क्षतिः घर्स्येवानित्य- 
ताविशिष्टस्य , PV, Vol. I, p. 429. | 


यथा स्वप्ने सुरापानं न प्रायश्चित्तकारणम्‌ , तथा जागरणेऽपि 
न स्यात्‌ मिथ्यात्वाविशेषादिति , ibid., 


क्षीरसुरादीनां द्रवद्र्व्यरवाचिशेषेऽपि अवान्तरवैलक्षण्यात्‌ अथं 
क्रियासामथ्यंभेदवत्‌ स्ताप्रजागरितयोः मिथ्यात्वाविरोषेऽपि 
अवान्तरवेलक्षण्यात्‌ अर्थक्रिया सा मर्थ्यविशेषोप पत्तेः, ibid. 


Vide also: यदा स्वप्न एव शुक्त्यादि सत्यं रूप्याद्यसत्य- 
मित्यवान्तर्व्यवहारः , तथा ततच्वज्ञानात्‌ प्राक्‌ सति प्रमा- 


तरि med असत्यम्‌ सदैव प्रमातृत्वेन बाध्यं सत्यम्‌ 
इत्यवान्तरविभागो ` न. विरुद्ध्यते , ibid, p. 424. 
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लक्षणं च न लक्ष्यखरूपावगतये , परस्पराश्रयापातात्‌। 
लक्ष्यनिष्ठतया इष्टस्य लक्षणत्वम्‌ , agua लक्ष्यदष्टिरिति , 
ibid., p. 507. 
नापि द्रव्यलक्षणमद्रव्यव्यावूत्तये । सिद्धे द्रव्यलक्षणे तत्प्र- 
\ 
तियोगिकाद्रव्यसिद्धिः, तत्सिद्धौ च तदव्यावृत्तये goa- 
लक्षणमिति परस्पराश्रयापातात्‌, ibid. 
goad द्रव्यमिति व्यवहतंव्यम्‌ , युणाश्रयत्वात्‌, न यदेवं 
न तदेवम्‌, यथा चस्त्वन्तरमिति, तदपि प्रलापमात्रम्‌। 
हेतोरसिद्धत्वात्‌। सिद्धे द्रव्यणुणविभागे तदाश्रितत्वसिद्विः | 
azara शुणातिरिक्तद्रव्यसिद्वधिरिति इतरेतराश्रयता , ibid. 
तमसश्च द्रव्यत्वमसाधीति न aaa द्रव्याणि। काणादादिः 
परिपठितशुणातिरिक्ताश्च gor: क्रौयंशोर्यादय उपलभ्यन्ते | 
अन्तर्भावकल्पनायां च सत्येवेकस्मिन्‌ खा लघीयसी , 
ibid., p. 508. 
सिद्धे व्यक्तिभेदे अनुगतलिद्धिः तत्सिद्धौ च तद्वः्थञ्जकत्वेन 
व्यक्तिसिद्धिरिति परस्पराश्रयात्‌ न सामान्यसिद्धिः , ibid. 
सम्यगनुभवसाधनं प्रमाणम्‌ , NVydyasara, p. 10. 
तत्र सम्यगनुभवशब्देन कि सत्याथंप्रतिभालो विवक्षितः... ... 
कि च सत्यार्थत्वमपि प्रमाणात्‌, उत अप्रमाणात्‌। ala 
परस्पराश्रयः। द्वितीये प्रमाणबलेनैव वस्तुसिद्धिरिति नियम 
atlas, 27 Vol: 1 10: 562 


CHAPTER IV 


आत्मा च ब्रह्म... ... samaa मोक्षः, BSB, 1.1.4. 
अस्य अनर्थहेतोः प्रहाणाय आत्मैकत्वविद्याप्रतिपत्तये aa 
वेदान्ताः आरभ्यन्ते , Adhyasa-bhasya. 

यस्य तु उत्पाद्यो मोक्षः तस्य मानसं वाचिकं कायिकं वा 
कायं अपेक्षत इति gray! तथा विकायंत्वे च तयोः 
पक्षयोः मोक्षस्य भुवमनित्यत्वम्‌ । -.. .-. न च आप्यत्वेनापि 
कार्यपिक्षा , स्त्रात्मखरूपत्वे सति अनाप्यत्वात्‌। ... ... 
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नापि संस्कार्यो मोक्षः, येन व्यापारमपेक्षेत। संस्कारो हि 
नाम संस्कायस्य गुणाधानेन वा स्यात्‌ दोषापनयनेन ar 
न तावत्‌ शुणाधानेन संभवति, अनाधेयातिशयत्रह्मस्वरूपत्वा- 
न्मोक्षस्य। नापि दोषापनयनेन नित्यशुद्धत्रह्मस्वरूपत्वान्मो- 
स्यः. vss तस्मात्‌ ज्ञानमेकं मुक्त्वा क्रियाया गन्ध- 
मात्रस्याप्यनुप्रवेश इह नोपपद्यते। BSB, 1.1.4. 


तमेतं वेदानुवचनेन mam विविदिषन्ति यज्ञेन दानेन aq- 
सानाशकेन , Brh. Up. 4.4.22. 


यज्ञादीनां विद्यासाधनभावं दशयति , BSB, 3.4.26. 


ननु उक्तम्‌ - यज्ञादिभिविविदिषन्तीत्यत्र न विधिरुपलभ्यत इति, 
ibid., 3.4.27. 


सत्यमुक्तम्‌ , तथापि अपूव॑त्वात्संयोगस्य विधिः परिकल्प्यते , 
ibid. 
Vide: यज्ञादीनां तत््वद्‌शंनस्य च साध्यसाधनभावस्या पूर्वत्वात्‌ , 


पञ्चमलकारपरिग्रहेण ब्रह्मानुभवकामो यश्ञादीन्यनुतिष्ठेदिति विधाः 
नात्‌, PV, Vol. II, ७. 964. 


स्सृतिष्वपि भगवद्गीताद्यासु अनभिसंधाय फलमनुष्ठितानि 
यज्ञादीनि मुमुक्षोर्शानसाधनानि भवन्तीति प्रपञ्चितम्‌ , 
BSB., 3.4.27. 


नित्यानित्यवस्तुविवेको नाम आत्मव्यतिरिक्त ad कार्यत्वा- 


दनित्यम्‌ नित्य आत्मैव कृतकत्वाभावा दित्याद्यवघारणम्‌ , 
PP, Vol. I, p.28. 


इहासुत्राथभोगविरागो नाम वतंमानशरीरस्थितिहेतुभूताप्रतिषि- 


द्वापानव्य तिरिकक्‍तविषयप्रवृत्तिकारणेच्छाविरुद्धो Raad- 
त्तिविरेषः , ibid. 


शमो नाम अन्तःकरणव्यापाराणां प्रतिषिद्धानामपि लौकिकानां 
स्वाधिकारनिष्पत्त्यनुप योगिनां निष्फलत्वावधारणपूर्वकः qR- 
त्यायः। दमो नाम बहिष्करणव्यापाराणामुक्तलक्षणानां परि- 
त्यागः, tbid. 

उपरतिरिति ... ... सत्त्वशुद्विसिद्धौ नित्यानामपि Afaa एव 
परित्यागः | तितिक्षुत्वं नाम . शीतोष्णादि्न्द्वानां स्वाधि- 
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कारनिब्त््यपेक्षितजीवनविच्छेदहेतुव्यतिरिक्तानां सहिष्णुता | 

ibid. 
समाधानं नाम विधित्सितश्रवणादिप्रतिकलनिद्रालस्यादिविरोधेन 
चेतलो५वस्थानम्‌ , ibid., pp. 28-29. 


चितोऽज्ञानतत्कार्यावच्छेद्रो बन्धः तद्वियोगो मोक्षः तद्विषयेच्छा 
सुसुक्षुत्वम्‌ , ibid., p. 29. 

samana बुद्धेः कर्माण्युत्पाद्य शुद्धितः । 
कृतार्थान्यस्तमायान्ति प्रावृडन्ते घना gai NS, 1-49. 


तमेतमात्मान वेदानुवचनेन - नित्यस्वाध्यायेन ब्राह्मणा विविदि- 
षन्ति — वेदिलुमिच्छन्ति , न तु चिदन्ति, वस्तुतः प्रधानस्यापि 
वेदनस्य प्रकृत्यर्थतया शब्दतो गुणत्वात्‌ , इच्छायाश्च प्रत्य 
यार्थंतया प्राधान्यात्‌ प्रधानेन च कार्यसम्प्रत्ययात्‌ , 

Bh, pp. 51-52. 


तस्मात्कमं समस्तमेव तु भवेदिच्छाजनेः साधनं शास्त्रेणोकतम्‌ , 
PN HEY) 


प्रकृतिप्रत्ययौ प्रत्ययाथं सह Aa: तयोस्तु प्रत्ययः प्राधान्येन , 
Mahabhasya. 3-4.67. 


Pd अश्वेन जिगमिषति ... ... इत्यादिलौकिकप्रयोगे अशवा- 
दिरूपसाधनस्य ... ... सन्प्रत्ययाभिहितेच्छाविषय पव गम- 
नादौ अन्वयस्य व्युत्पन्नत्वात्‌ ... ... प्रकृत्यभिहितायां विद्यायां 


यज्ञादीनां विनियोगः, SES, p. 306. 


तत्रापि [अश्वेन जिगमिषति इत्यत्रापि] अश्वस्येष्यमाणगमन- 
क्रियासाधनत्वमेव न तु ग्रामप्राप्तिसाधनत्वं, गमनस्येव 
तत्र निरपेक्षकारणत्वात्तथेहापि इष्यमाणशज्ञानसाधनत्वमेव यक्ञा- 
दीनां , न तु मोक्षसाधनता , Nibandha, p. 119. 


गौणः प्रक्ृत्यर्थोऽन्यत्र सात्‌, Sarasvata-Vyakaranam, p. 378. 


प्रकृतिप्रत्ययोमंध्ये प्रत्ययार्थः प्रधानीभूतः। अत्र सप्रत्यये तु 
वैपरीत्यं प्रकृत्यर्थः प्रधानीमूतः। तेन काष्ठेन पिपक्षतीत्यत्र 
तृतीयायाः पाकेन संबन्धो न त्विच्छया ॥ iid. 
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23, 


25. 


26. 


27. 


28. 


29! 


30. 


31. 
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33. 


34. 


35. 


प्रकृतिप्रत्ययौ ` प्रत्ययाथं सह व्रतः सनोऽन्यत्र इति स्मरणा- 
दिष्यमाणतया प्राधान्याञ्च ज्ञानेनैव संवन्धः, काष्ठेन पिष- 
क्षति दात्रेण लुलूषति इतिवदित्यर्थः , PV, Vol. II, p. 965. 
कमंणां विद्याथंत्वपक्षे द्वारभूतविविदिषासिद्ध्नन्तरमुपरतावपि 
फलपयन्तानि बिशिष्टशुरुलाभनििघ्नश्रचणमननादिसा धनानि निवृ- 
Raga सम्पाद्य विद्योत्पादकत्वनियमोऽस्ति। विविदिषार्थ- 
aà तु श्रवणादिप्र्रत्तिजननसमर्थोत्कटेच्छासम्पादनमात्रेण 
कृताथतेति नावश्यं विद्योत्पादकत्वनियमः SLS, p. 307. 
बिविदिषासंयोगात्तु वाह्यतराणि यज्ञादीनीति , 

BSB, 3.4.27. 
e श्वेताश्वतरोऽथ विद्वान्‌। अत्याश्रमिभ्यः परसं पवित्रं 
प्रोवाच सम्यशृषिसङघजुष्ठम्‌ , Soet. Up., 6:21: 


न कर्मणा न प्रजया धनेन त्यागेनेके असृतत्वामानशुः , 
haivalyopanisad-2. 
जायमानौ बै ब्राह्मणस्त्रिभित्रणवान्‌ जायते ब्रह्मचयेंणर्पिभ्यो 
यशेन देवेभ्यः प्रजया पितृभ्यः , Taittiriyasanhita, 6.3. 
कुर्वन्नेवेह कर्माणि जिज्ञीविषेच्छतं समाः , 
ISivisyopanisad-2. 
पतं बै तमात्मानं विदित्वा ब्राह्मणाः पुत्रेषणायाश्च वित्तेष- 
maa लोकेषणायाश्च व्युत्थायाथ भिक्षाचयं चरन्ति , 
| Brh. Up., 3.5.2. 
IES सोऽयं मनुष्यलोकः पुत्रेणेव जय्यो नान्येन कर्मणा, 
कमणा पित्तलोको विद्यया देवलोकः, ibid, 1-5-16. 
कि प्रजया करिष्यामो येषां नोऽयमात्माऽयं लोकः, 
ibid., 4.4.22. 
वनी भूत्वा प्रबजेत्‌। यदि वेतरथा ब्रह्मचर्यादेव TART , 
JAA वनाद्वा , fabalopanisad, 4. 
अथ पुनः १: उत्सन्नाभिरझिको वा यदहरेव विरजेत्तदह- 
रेव sata, ibid., 
जयो घमंस्कन्धा यशोऽघ्ययने दानमिति प्रथमः। तप एव 
द्वितीयो ब्रह्मचर्याचायंकुलवासी ठतीयोऽत्यन्तमात्मानमाचार्यकुले- 
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ऽवसादयन्खवं एते पुण्यलोका भवन्ति ब्रह्मसँ स्थो5मृतत्वमेति , 
Chand. Up., 2.23.1. 


न ह्येवं भवति - देवदत्तयक्षदत्तो मन्दप्रज्ञौ अन्यतरस्त्वनयोः 
wera इति। भवति त्वेवं - देवद्त्तयज्चदत्तौ मन्दप्रज्लौ विष्णु- 
frag महाप्रज्ञ इति। तस्मात्‌ पूर्वे अरय आश्रमिणः goa- 


लोकभाज्ञः परिशिष्यमाणः परित्राडेब AITANA , 
BSB, 3-4-20. 


ब्रझसंस्थ इति हि ब्रह्मणि परिसमाप्तिः अनन्यव्यापारतारूपं 
तन्निष्ठत्वमभिधीयते ; तञ्च त्रयाणामाश्रमाणां न संभवति, स्वा- 
श्रमविहितकर्माननुष्ठाने प्रत्यवायश्रवणात्‌; परिबाजकस्य तु 
सर्वकमंसंन्यासात्‌ प्रत्यवायो न संभवति अननुष्ठाननिमित्तः , 
ibid. 
अथ परिव्राड्‌ ... ... साववणिकः भेक्षचरणमभिशस्तपतितवज 
कह पक वैणवं द्ण्डमाददीत , Maitriyini Brahmana, 
Cited in PV, Vol. II, p. 953. 
किमस्य यक्षोपवीतं ... ... इदमेवास्य यक्षोपवीतं यदात्मध्यानं , 
Kausitaki-Brahmana, 
Cited in PY, Vol. II, p. 954. 
See Note No: 30. 
तस्मात्‌ mam: पाण्डित्यं निविद्य वाल्येन तिष्ठासेत्‌ बाल्यं 
च पाण्डित्यं च निर्विद्य भथ मुनिः, मौनं च अमौनं च 
निर्विद्य अथ ब्राह्मणः , ibid. 
सहकार्यन्तरबिधिः पक्षेण तृतीयं तद्वतो विध्यादिवत्‌ „ 
BS, 3.4.47. 


तद्वतः - विद्यावतः संन्यासिनः। कथं च विद्यावतः dear 
सिन इत्यवगम्यते? तदधिकारात्‌ -- आत्मान विदित्वा gat- 
द्येषणाभ्यो व्युत्थाय ‘aa भिक्षाचयं चरन्ति ', 

BSB, 3.4:47. 
तस्मादेवंविच्छान्तो दान्त उपरतस्तितिक्षुः समाहितो ara- 
न्येवात्मानं पश्यति, Brh. Up., 4.4.23. 
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amka’ इत्यस्य स्थाने ' श्रद्धावित्तो भूत्वा ' इति माध्य- 
न्द्नाः ; Ramatirtha’s Commentary on the Vedintasara, 


p. 81. 
' पश्येत्‌? इति च माध्यन्दिना विस्पष्टमेव विधिमधीयते, 
BSB, 3-4-27. 
तदुभयपाठानुरोधेन शुणोपसंहारन्यायमाश्रित्य इह शमादयः 
षण्निदिष्टा इति मन्तव्यम्‌, Ramatirtha’s Commentary 
on the Vedintasira, p. 81. 
a विदित्वा न लिप्यते कमणा पापकेन , 
Brh. Up., 4.4.23. 
' यस्मात्‌ आत्मज्ञानं महाफलं तस्मात्‌ शमादिसाधनेः आत्म- 
ज्ञानं सम्पादयेत्‌, Br. V, Vol. II, p. 695. 


Fe: फ्वंविदिति विद्यारंयोगात्‌ प्रत्याखन्नानि विद्याखाध- 

नानि शमादीनि , BSB, 3.4.27. 

आत्मा वा अरे द्रष्टव्यः श्रोतव्यो मन्तव्यो निदिध्यासितव्यः, 
Brh. Up., 2.4.5. 

कतुं अकतुं अन्यथा वा ad शक्यं लौकिकं वैदिकं च कमं 


ee न वस्तुयांथात्म्यज्ञानं पुरुषबुद्धधपेक्षम्‌। कि तहि 
वस्तुतन्त्रमेव तत्‌। BSB, 1.1.2. 


Vide: प्रत्यक्षस्य विषयजन्यत्वात्‌ यथावस्त्वेच मनोव्यापारः 
सम्यरजश्ानम्‌ , PV, Vol. I, p. 46. 


अहे कृत्यतृचश्च , Pänini-sūtra, III, iii, 169. 

Vide: SS, 1-63; 2-51. 

Vide: SS, 1, 63. 

नियमः परिसंख्या at Asası भवेत्‌ , NS, 1.88. 


श्रवणादयस्तु क्रियारूपत्वात्‌ सम्यग्दशनस्य दृष्टादोपकारि- 
तया विधेया एव, V, p.773. 


विचारेण सकलयौक्तिकासंभावनानिरासे सति चित्तगता- 


संभावनानिवतनेन तत्त्वसाक्षात्करणाय शानाभ्यासो मौनं 
विघ्रीयते , PV, Vol. IT, p. 987. 
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See Note No. 77 of this Chapter. 


यस्य यदर्थंत्वं प्रमाणान्तरेणाप्राप्तं तस्य तदथत्वेन यो विधिः 
सोऽपूर्वविधिः। यथा यजेत amare: इत्यादि। यागस्य हि 
स्वर्गाथत्वं न प्रमाणान्तरेण प्राप्तम्‌। किन्तु अनेनेव विधि- 
नेति भवत्ययमपूर्वंविधिः Nyäyaprakāśa, pp. 112-113. 
पक्षेऽप्राप्तस्य तु यो विधिः स नियमविधिः। यथा Ae- 
नवहन्ति ? इत्यादिः। ... ... वैठुष्यस्य हि नानोपायसाध्य- 
त्वात्‌ यस्यां दशायामवधघातं पारह्ृत्य उपायान्तरं ग्रहीतुः 
मारभते , तस्यां दशायामवघातस्य अप्राप्तत्वेन तद्विधानात्म- 
कमप्राप्तांशपूरणमेव अनेन विधिना क्रियते। अतश्च नियम- 
विधौ अप्राप्तांशपूरणात्मकः नियम एव वाक्यार्थः , 

ibid., p. 113. 
न नापूर्वविधाविव waar अत्यन्ताप्राप्तप्रापकत्वं विधेः , 
freq पक्षे योऽप्राप्तोंऽशः तन्मात्रपूरकत्वमिति , 

Saravivecani, p. 113. 
उभयस्य युगपत्प्राप्तौ इतरव्याब्रत्तिपरो विधिः परिसंख्याबिधिः 
थथा “पश्च पञ्चनखा ugar’ इति। 

Nyiyapraka$a, p. 114. 
इदं हि वाक्यं न भक्षणविधिपरम्‌ , तस्य रागतः प्राप्तत्वात्‌। 
नापि नियमपरम्‌, पश्चनखापश्चनखभक्षणस्य युगपत्पराप्तेः 
पक्षेऽप्राप्त्यभावात्‌। अतः इदं पश्चातिरिक्तपश्चनखभक्षणनि- 
वृत्तिपरम्‌ इति भवति परिसंख्याविधिः ibia. 

See Note No: 55. 


तमेवैकं जानथ आत्मानम्‌ अन्या वाचो विमुञ्चथ, 
Mund Up., 2.2.5. 


यस्मिन्‌ आधारे द्यावाप्र्थव्यादि समस्तं जगदध्यस्तम्‌ , 
तमेवाधारम्‌ एकरूपमात्मानं जानथ È मुमुक्षवः। ज्ञानसा- 
घनत्वेन च अनात्मप्रतिपादकशब्दोद्चारणादित्यागः कतव्य 
इत्याह श्रुतिः -- ` अन्या वाचो विमुञ्चथ ' इति। KA, p. 27. 


अनात्मादरांनेनेव परात्मानपुपास्महे , NS, 1.88. 


68. आत्मा वा अरे द्रष्टव्यः, श्रोतव्यः, Brh. Up., 2.4.5. 
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69. उत्सर्गतः सकलकमंनिवृत्तिनिष्ठा 
सन्या सशास्त्रशतकोटिभिरपितास्य 
अस्ति प्रतिप्रसव शास्त्रमुखात्प्रतीता 
चेष्टात्मबुद्धिपरिपाकफलापि काचित्‌ SS, 1-84. 
70. आत्मतत्त्वापरोक्ष्यस्य सर्वाडष्टसाध्यत्वस्य वक्ष्यमाणत्वात्‌ AA- 
घातादिवित्‌ उभयाथंतया विधानोपपत्तः V, p. 34. 
71. मुमुक्षणाम्‌ अद्वैतात्मविषयवेदान्तविचारो नियस्यते , 
Bh. P., p. 35. 
72. साक्षात्कारसाधनतायाः अपूवंत्वात्‌ तद्विधिरपूर्वविधिरेव , 
PV, Vol. II, p. 989. 


73. न वा श्रवणमात्रं श्रोतव्याथंसाक्षात्कारहेतुः इति शास्त्रान्तर- 
श्रवणे ग्रहीतः सामान्यनियमोऽस्ति, येनात्र विशिष्य हेतु 
त्वग्राहकाभाबेऽपि सामान्यमुखेनेव हेतुत्वं प्राप्यत इत्या शङ्कयेत | 
गान्धर्वादि शास्त्रश्रवणस्य षड्जादिसाक्षात्कारहेतुत्याभ्युपगमेऽपि 
कमेकाण्डादिश्रवणात्‌ तदर्थंधर्मादिसाक्षात्कारादरनेन caf- 
चारात्‌। तस्मादपूर्वविधिरेवायम्‌। SLS, pp. 8-9. 

74. See Note No. 42. 


79. विद्यासहकारिणो मौनस्य वाल्यपाण्डित्यवत्‌ विधिरेवाश्रयि- 
तव्यः agiata, BSB, 3.4 47. 

76. ...... तत्त्वसाक्षात्करणाय श्ञानाभ्यालो मौनं विधीयते , 
PV, Vol. IT, p. 987. 

चतस्थः प्रतिपत्तयः ब्रह्मणि। प्रथमा तावत्‌ उपनिषद्वाक्यश्रव 

णमात्राद्भवति यां किलाचक्षते श्रवणमिति। द्वितीया मीमांसा 

सहिता तस्मादेवोपनिषद्वाक्यात्‌ यामाचक्षते मननमिति। तृतीया 

चिन्तासन्ततिमयी यामान्रक्षते निदिध्यासनमिति। चतुर्थी 


साक्षात्कारवती वृत्तिरूपा नान्तरीयं हि तस्याः केवल्यमिति , 
Bh. p. 898. 
78. sacamate प्रतिपत्तीनां ब्रहमणि विधानानुपपत्तेः 
79. ‘qua: श्रोतव्यः निदिध्यासितव्यः? इति न gua विधयः 
कृत्यप्रत्यययोगेऽपि ... ... तस्पात्‌ त्रिविधस्यापि ज्ञानस्य विधेय- 
त्वायोगात्‌ विना च विधेः चाक्यार्थप्रतिपन्तेः, अपौरुषेयत्वेन 
निरपेक्षत्वात्‌ मूतेऽप्यर्थे वेदान्तानां प्रामाण्यसिद्धिः , 
Br. S., p. 154. 


77. 
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किमर्थानि तहि आत्मा वा अरे द्रष्टव्यः श्रोतव्यः इत्यादीनि 
विदिच्छायानि वचनानि, BSB, 1.1.4. 

See Note No. 75. 


अपूर्वत्वात्‌ विधिरास्थेयः , Bh., p. 919. 


वाचस्पतिस्तु मण्डनपृष्ठसेवी सूत्रभाष्यार्थानभिन्नः समन्वय- 
सूत्रे श्रचणादिविधि निराचचक्षे, अत्र तु तद्विधिमूरीचक्रे। 
अहो बतास्य पाण्डित्यम्‌ , PV, Vol. II, p. 989. 
पोणंमासीबदुपांशु याजः स्यात्‌, PS, 2.2.9. 

See Note No. 41. 

See Note No. 51. 

सुनिपण्डित शब्दयोः श्ञानाथंत्वात्‌ पाण्डित्यं निविद्य इत्येव 
प्राप्तं मौनम्‌ , BSB, 3.4.47. 

मुनिशब्दस्य ज्ञानातिशयाथंत्वात , ... ... तस्मात्‌ बाल्यपा ण्डि- 
त्यापेक्षा ठृतीयमिदं मौनं ज्ञानातिशयरूपं विधीयते , ibid. 


पाण्डित्यादिशब्दान्तरात्‌ अप्राप्तिः अपूवंत्वम्‌ । विधित्वं चाथं- 
वादस्यैच खतः वाक्यस्य प्रदांसाद्वारेण प्रब्रत्यतिशयकरत्वम्‌। 
अत पव समन्वयसूत्रे भाष्यम्‌ -- ' विधिच्छायानि वचनानि › 
इति| ... ... तस्मान्न वाचस्पतेः पूर्वापरव्याहतभाषिता , 
नापि सूत्रभाष्यानभिश्षतेति , Kalpataru, p. 919. 
एषो5णुरात्मा चेतसा वेदितव्यः, Mund. Up, 3.1.9. 
हर्यते तु aaan- gaT, Kath. Up, 3-12. 
मनसेवानुद्रष्टव्यम्‌ , Brh. Up., 4.4.19. 


तस्मात्‌ निर्विचिकित्सवाक्‍्याथंभावनापंरिपाकसहितमन्तःकरणं 
त्वंपदार्थस्यापरोक्षस्य तत्तदुपाध्याकारनिषेधेन तत्पदारथंता- 
मनुभावयति इति युक्तम्‌, Bh. p. 57. 


खतोऽपरोक्षस्यापि ब्रमणः पारोक्ष्यं भ्रमग्रहीतम्‌ T- 
परोक्षप्रमाकरणादेव तत्साक्षात्कारः, Kalpataru, p. 55. | 


क्ळूप्तं चान्तःकरणस्य तत्सामथ्यंम्‌ , Parimala, p. 55. 
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96. wenn एव सर्वसंविदुपादानत्वात्‌ ब्रह्माकारशब्दप्रमाण- 
जन्यसंवेदनेऽपि तदभिन्नतया वा तञ्जनकतया वा ब्रहमापि 
प्रथममेव अपरोक्षतया अवभासते, V, p. 403. 

97. (i) भेदाभेदादिशङ्काप्रतिवन्धात्‌ जातमप्यद्वितीयविज्ञानं लंशय- 
शिरस्कमवतिष्ठते । न्यायस्तु प्रतिबन्धविधवंसे वाक्यादेव निण॑यः, 

ISV, p. 60. 
(1) तुरीयस्यात्मनः स्वतो५परोक्षसवित्खभावत्वात्‌ तदाकारं 
शाब्दमपि विज्ञानमपरोक्षम्‌। न च शब्दस्य परोक्षक्ञान- 
जनकत्वनियमः। पारोक्ष्यस्य ज्ञानगतस्य विषयपारोक्ष्योपाधिकः 
zata, MK, Bh TD. p. 35. 
(ii) अपरोक्षव्यञ्चक ज्ञानमपरोक्षज्ञानम्‌। नान्यत्‌ क्ञानगतं 
किञ्चिदापरोक्ष्यं नामास्ति। ब्रहम तु ` यत्साक्षादपरोक्षात्‌ ' 
इति श्रुतेः आपरोक्ष्यखभावम्‌। अतस्तदूव्यञ्जकं तत्त्वमस्या- 
दिवाक्योत्थं अन्तःकरणवृत्तिरूपं MARTAN, 
प ISV, p. 161. 

98. तं तु औपनिषदं पुरुषं पूच्छामि, Brh. Up., 3.9.26. 

99. तद्धास्य विज्ञज्ञौ , Chand Up, 6.7.6. 

100. यन्मनसा न मनुते, Ken. Up., 1-6. 

101. येनाइुः मनो मतम्‌ , ibid. 

102. यद्वाचा अनभ्युदितम्‌ , ibid., 1-4. 

103. See Note No. 100. 

104. ibid. 


105. agrar अनभ्युदितम्‌ , ibid., 1-4. 
106. मनसा ह्येव पश्यति, Brh. Up., 1.5.3. 


107. यज्ञादीनां च... ... अष्टन चात्मना चित्तशुद्धि प्रत्य- 
कप्रवणतां चोत्पाय ज्ञानसाधनत्वात्‌ , 
PV, Vol. II, p. 968. 


108. शमादीर्ना ... ... चित्तस्य अन्यथाप्रवृत्तिनिरोधेने उपकारक- 
त्वम्‌ , 14. 
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(i) वघानप्रस्थग्रृहस्थनेष्ठिकजनेरन्येश्चथ वर्णाश्रमैः कमंव्यध्वनिषे- 
वितं भवति वै जन्मान्तरे पाचकम्‌, SS, 3-359. 


(ii) जन्मान्तरेषु यदि साधनजातमासीत्‌. 
संन्यासपूर्वकमिदं श्रवणादिरूपम्‌ | 
विद्यामवाप्स्यति जनः सकलोऽपि यत्र 
तत्राश्रमादिषु aaa निवारयामः। ibid., 3-361. 


See Note No. 57. 
ऐहिकमपि अप्रस्तुतप्रतिबन्धे तद्दशनात्‌ , 25, 3.4.5}. 


गर्भस्थ एव च वामदेवः प्रतिपेदे ब्रह्ममावमिति वदन्ती 
जन्मान्तरसञ्चितात्‌ साघनात्‌ जन्मान्तरे विद्योत्परत्तिं द्शंयति। 
न हि गभस्थस्तैच ऐहिक किञ्चित्‌ साधनं संभाव्यते , 

BSB, 3.4.51. 
विधिसामथ्यंमाश्रित्य ब्रवन्नामुष्मिकं फलम्‌। . 


same: कथंकारं FTAA a तत्रपे॥ 
PV, Vol. II, p. 995. 


यत पव अत्र विद्योत्पादे श्रवणादिभिः कतंव्ये यज्ञादीनां 
सत्त्वशुद्धि्वारेण at विप्रोपशमद्वारा वा उपयोगः, अत 
एच तेषां यज्ञादीनां कर्मान्तरप्रतिबन्धाप्रतिबन्धाभ्याम्‌ अनि- 
यतफलत्वेन तदपेक्षाणां श्रवणादीनामपि अनियतफलत्वम्‌ , 

Bh. p. 924. 


Vide: अनियतफलयक्ञादिसापेक्षत्वात्‌ श्रवणादेरविधेयस्यापि 


'अनियतफलत्वमिति सिद्धान्तयति यत aafe, 


Kalpataru, p. 924. 


विदिसामथ्यमाश्रित्य MAMAR फलम्‌ | 
श्रवणादेः कथंकारं वाक्पतिने च तत्रपे ॥ 


इति कैश्चित्‌ wa: उपालम्भः पतद्ग्रन्थार्थंलोचने अनवकाशः 
परावृत्य तत्रैव गच्छति, tid. 


तद्यथा इषीकातूलमञ्रौ प्रोतं प्रदूयेत एवं हास्य सर्वे पाप्मानः 
प्रदूयन्ते , Chand. Up., 5-24-3. 


उभे उ हवैष एते तरति, Brh. Up., 4-4-22. 
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तदधिगम उत्तरपूर्वाघयोररलेषबिनाशो तद्व्यपदेशात्‌ , 

BS, 451-18. 
पूवसिद्धकतृत्वभोक्तृत्वविपरीतं हि त्रिष्वपि कालेषु अकतृंत्वाभो- 
क्तृत्वखरूपं ब्रह्माहमस्मि, नेतः पूवंमपि कर्ता sear चा अह- 
मासम्‌ , नेदानीम्‌, नापि भविष्यत्काले इति ब्रह्मविदवगच्छति, 

BSB, 4.1.13. 


यथा पुष्करपलाश आपो न Pga एबसेवंबिदि पापं 
कमें न शिष्यते » Chand. Up., 4-14-3. 


इतरस्याप्येवमसंशलेषः पाते तु, BS, 4-1-14. 
अनारब्धकार्ये एव तु पूर्वे तदवधेः, ibid, 4-1-15. 


तस्य तावदेव चिरं यावन्न विमोक्ष्ये अथ संपत्स्ये , 
Chand. Up., 6-14-2. 
इतरथा हि जञानादरोषकर्मक्षये सति स्थितिहेत्वभावात्‌ ज्ञान- 
प्ाप्त्यनन्तरमेव क्षेममरचुवीत , तत्र शरीरपातप्रतीक्षां नाचक्षीत, 
BSB., 4.1.15. 
Vide: शरीरपातसमयमेव तदेव संपद्यत इति ज्ञानोत्प- 
त्यनन्तरं सत्संपत्ते शरीरपातावधिकरणलिङ्गात्‌ कञ्चित्‌ कालं 
शरीरावस्थानं गम्यमानं कमंखदूभावं गमयति , 

PV, Vol. II., p. 1030. 
यथा तमोनिवतंनसमथे सवितरि sash अपवरकप्रविष्टं 
तमः न निवतंते, तथा उदितिऽपि ज्ञानदिवाकरे प्रवृत्तफलं 
कम न निवर्तिष्यते , ibid. 


G) परारब्धकमंशेषनिबन्धनभोगस्य विद्ययापि वारयितुमशक्य- 
त्वात्‌, Bh.G. B/.7., p. 26. 


(i) यथा सकलतमोनिवतंनसमर्थोऽपि सविता अपवरकप्रति- 
बन्धात्‌ तदाश्रयं तमोलेशं न नाशयति, तथा सकल- 
संसारबीजाश्ञाननिव्तनसमर्थोऽपि ज्ञानद्वाकरः प्रबृत्तफलकर्म- 
प्रतिबन्धात्‌ तत्खंपादकमश्षानलेशं न नाशयति। तस्मात्‌ 
प्रवृत्तफलस्य कमंणो भोगादेव क्षय इति, 

ibid, pp. 42-3. 
ए) यथा ag: सकाशात्‌ मुक्तः इषुः बलवच्छेदनादि 
प्रतिबन्धकमन्तरेण न मध्ये पतति, तथा प्रवृत्तफलानां 
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कर्मणां न क्षयः संभवति, ibid, p. 71. 


(ii) अवश्यं तावत्‌ स्वोत्पत्तये तत्त्वज्ञानेन sana कमं आश्र- 
यणीयम्‌। स्वीकृते च तस्मिन्‌ कर्मणि कुलालचक्रवत्‌ प्रवृत्त- 
वेगस्य तन्निवतंनपाटवशून्येन मध्ये क्षयारंभवात्‌ भवति 
वेगक्षयपरिपालनम्‌ , PV, Vol. II, pp. 1030-31. 


तत्त्वज्ञानस्य च तन्निवतंनपाटवशून्यत्वमुद्दालकादीनां AA- 
दशिनामेच शरीरधारणविषयश्रतिस्मृतिलिङ्गैः ...... अनुणृहीतात्‌ 
* तस्य तावदेव चिरम्‌? इति लिङ्गाद्‌गम्यत इति भावः , 
ibid., p. 1037. 
प्रयोगोऽपि — 
‘AATA न प्रवृत्तफलकमंबीजदाहकम्‌ , 
प्रवृत्तफलकमंकायत्वात्‌ , भोगवत्‌? इति। ibid. 

वाधितमपि g मिथ्याज्ञानं द्विचन्द्रज्ञानचत्‌ संस्कारवशात्‌ 
कञ्चित्कालम्‌ agada Ta, BSB, 4-1-15. 
संस्करोति व्यनक्ति द्वितीयं चन्द्रमिति संस्कारः — जल- 
पात्रादिः तद्वशात्‌ । यथा प्रमाणरूपेण वाधितमपि चन्द्र 
भेदज्ञानं कञ्चित्कालमनुवतते , जलपात्रादिविगमकालीनमेच 
चन्द्रैकत्वज्ञानं निवतंकम्‌ , तद्वदिति व्यवस्था ... ... 

PV, Vol. II, p. 1031. 
See Note No. 122. 
यस्य विम्वकल्पनिर्विकल्पब्रह्मात्मानुभवः तस्य स्वोपाध्यज्ञान 
भङ्गे तज्ञान्तःकरणापसरणे प्रमातृत्वाचुपपत्तो खरूपावस्थानं 
मुक्तः सञ्जाधटीति। यस्तु माय्राबिवर्तो महाभूतः प्रपञ्चः 
a विद्यमानोऽपि निरिन्द्रियेणैब रूपं नानुबोभूयते , ...... 
कहर, न aad अद्वेतव्याघातः , संवित्खुखात्मन पकरस- 
स्वात्‌ अनिर्वाच्यत्वाचच विभागस्येति, P7, Vol. 1, p. 4. 
येषां पुनः परमात्मैव साक्षादनुप्रविष्ट' शरीरेषु तदंशो जीवो 
नाम नास्तीति मतम्‌, तेषाम्‌ एकस्मिन्‌ मुक्ते adagia- 
प्रसङ्गः , Bhaskarabhasya on the Bh. G., 2.13. 


ब्राह्मेण जेमिनिरुपन्यासादिभ्यः , 25, 4-4-5. 
प्रज्ञानघन ga, Brh. Up., 4-5-13. 
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136. चितितन्मात्रेण तदात्मकत्वादित्यौड्लोमिः, 25, 4-4-6. , 


137, एवमप्युपन्यासात्‌ पूर्वभावात्‌ अविरोधं वादरायणः , ibid. 
Vide: चेतन्यमात्रं पारमार्थिकं स्वरूपम्‌ , पेश्वर्थादिकं मायो- | 
पाधिकस्य ...... ; ततः परमाथत्रह्मवित्‌ चेतन्यसात्ररूपेण 
अवतिष्ठते। सोपाधिकव्रह्मवित्‌ सोपा धिकपेश्वय प्राप्रोति इति 
जेमिन्योडलोमिभ्यामपि विवदितः PV, p. 1096 | 
न जैमिन्योडलोमिभ्यामपि विवदितव्यस्‌ , PV, p. ; | 


138. चेतन्यमात्रत्वेऽपि पूवेस्याप्येश्‍वयरूपस्य भावात्‌। कथम्‌ ? | 
उपन्यासात्‌ = पूर्वोक्तेन जेमिनीयेन हेतुना। उभयेषां Ag- 
वाक्यानां प्रामाण्याविशेषात्‌ , Bh. Bh., p. 244. | 


139. (i) न च निस्संबोधो मोक्षः, भूमखुखस्य ata प्रति | 
aaa दशितत्वात्‌ , ibid, p. 54. 


(ii) aa: कारणात्मानं प्राप्तः तद्वदेव ada: सवंशक्तिः 
. भवतीति जैमिनिबादरायणयोरभिप्रायः , ibid. p. 244. 


140. एवमेवास्य परिद्रष्टः इमाः षोडशकलाः. पुरुषायणाः पुरुषं 
प्राप्यास्तं गच्छन्ति ,  Prasnopanisad, 6-5. 


141. किमारगन्तुकबोधेन ससंबोघत्वम्‌, कि वा स्वाभाविकेन? 
आद्यं तत्कारणं मन आदि वक्तव्यम्‌। तदा च कला- 
विलयश्रतिबाधः न च esa sage, तस्य 
स्वतो बिषयोपरागाभावात्‌ » PV, Vol. II, p. 1096. 


142. (1) निस्संबोधे तु मोक्षे न प्रेक्षापूवकारी कश्चित्प्रवतंते 
Bh. Bh., p. 246. 


(ii) न हि चेतन्यमात्रमानन्दः दुःखावस्थायामपि चेतन्या- 
नुवृत्तिददांनात ... ... ..- तस्मात्‌ खयं संविद्तमेव सुखं 
सवदा सुक्‍तस्य अभ्युपेयम्‌ , ibid. pp. 244-245. 


(iii) त्वत्पक्षे [अद्वैतिनां cet] ada निवृत्तत्वात्‌ चैतन्य- 
मात्रमवशिष्यते । तत्र निस्संबोधो मोक्षः अभ्युपेयः , 

$ ibid., p. 210. 
(ए) निस्संबोधः निरास्वादः त्वत्पक्षे मोक्षः स्यात्‌ चेतन्य- 
maamaa, ibid, p. 21. 
Vide: PV, Vol. Il, p. 1096. 
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यच्चान्यञ्चकन्द - चेतन्यमात्रावस्थानं चेन्मोक्षः, तदा निरानन्द- 
त्वप्रसङ्गः, न हि चेतन्यमेवानन्दः, दुःखावस्थायामपि चैत- 
न्याभिव्यक्तेः , यस्सिन्व्यज्यमाने यन्न व्यज्यते न तत्तत्स्व- 
भावं यथा नीलं न पीतस्वभावमिति, तदसत्‌ , व्याप्त्य 
भावात्‌; गौरं हि रूपं चैत्रस्य चैत्रे प्रतिबिम्विते FT- 
णादौ प्रतिबिस्वितं न तथा व्यज्यते; विपरीतं तु कृष्णमिति 
तत्र गोरत्वव्यञ्जकत्वं व्यक्तेः स्वभावभूतमपि न व्यज्यत 
इति व्यभिचारः। जीवस्य च तव ब्रह्मस्वभावस्यानभिव्यक्तिः , 
सत्यपि तस्मिस्तदात्मतानभिव्यक्तिद्‌शंनात्‌; तस्मादुपाधिमहि- 
पैवाचिन्त्येन स्वभावाभानविभ्रमः। तथात्राप्यशुभ कर्मोपस्थापित- 
विषयविरोषसस्टृष्टान्तःकरणपरिणतो स्वच्छ ala सुखं 
यथास्वरूपेणेव व्यज्यते, तच्छुद्वय॒त्कर्षाञ्चोत्क्ृष्यते, तज्ज. 
न्मनाशाभ्यां जन्मनाशाभिधान च लभते; amaaa- 
सुखात्मकत्वे बाधानुपलम्भात्‌ चिदात्मनश्च निरुपाधिकप्रीति- 
गोचरत्वेनानन्दात्मतासिद्धेने मोक्षस्य निरानन्द्त्वप्रसङ्गः। 
“PY, Vol Il, p. 1097. 


लोकेऽपि ताक्ष्यस्मरणात्‌ विषं शंशमीति, सेतुदरांनाचच अशुभं 
सनीस्त्रस्यते , विषयदोषद्शंनात्‌ च रागो दनीध्वस्यते | 
तस्मात सत्यत्वेऽपि वन्धस्य ध्वंससंभवान्न तद्थमनर्थवेत- 
थ्यमास्थेयम्‌ , ibid, Vol. I, p. 1. 


न च ताक्ष्यसरणमात्रात्‌ विषोपशमः अतिप्रसङ्गात्‌ , किन्तु 
धयानमन्त्रप्रयोणादिक्रियया | विषयदोषदइनश्च वैराग्यकारणम्‌ | 
न च रागध्वंसो वैराग्यम्‌ ... ... किन्तु रागविरुद्धः चेतो- 
वृत्तिविदोषः। न च AJNI अशुभशान्तयेऽलम्‌। प्रमा- 
णाभावात्‌। ... .-. न च स्मृतेवेयथ्यंम्‌ — “ ब्रह्मापि प्रमु- 
sda तस्मिन्स्नात्वा महोदधौ ” इत्यादिसम्ृतिविद्वितब्रह्मचर्या- 
द्नेकाङ्गसद्दितदृरतरदेशगमनसाध्यब्रहमद्त्या दिनिव्रृत्तिफलसेलु - 
स्नानस्तुत्यर्थंतयाथंवत्त्वोपपत्तेः। यस्य हि दशेनमात्रादशुभोप शमः 
किमु तत्र स्नानादिना। अन्यथा दूरगमनादेरानथंक्यात्‌ | 
ibid, p.2. 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


50 


12. 
13. 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


Chapter V 
SECTION II 


CHAPTER V 


याज्ञवल्क्य किज्योतिरेवायं पुरुष इति, Brh. Up., 4.3.2. 


आत्मैवास्य ज्योतिभवति इति आत्मनेचायं ज्योतिषाऽऽस्ते 
पल्ययते कमं कुरुते विपल्येतीति , ibid., 4.3.6. 


कतम आत्मेति योऽयं विज्ञानमयः प्राणेषु हृद्यन्तर्ज्यातिः पुरुषः, 
ibid., 4.3.7. 


तद्यथा महामत्स्य उभे कलेऽनुसश्चरति पूव चापरं च एवः 
मेवाय पुरुष एतावभावान्तानुसश्चरति स्वप्नान्तं च बुद्धान्तं च, 

ibid., 4.3.18. 
तद्यथा अस्मिन्नाकारो श्येनो वा सुपर्णो वा विपरिपत्य श्रान्तः 
संहत्य पक्षौ संलयायैव ध्रियत एवमेवायं पुरुष एतस्मा 


अन्ताय धावति यत्र सुप्तो न कञ्चन काम कामयते न कञ्चन 
स्वप्नं पश्यति, ibid, 4.3.19. 


स यत्‌ तत्र किञ्चित्पशयति अनन्वागतः तेन भवति, असङ्गो- 
ह्ययं पुरुषः , ibid, 4.3.15,16. 


तिस्रोऽपि चिद्धनतनोः aa eraya 
दूरे चकासति मतेवंहिरेव तावत्‌ | 
आविस्तिरोभवनधमंतया ह्यवस्थाः 


कः संकरो विमलचिद्वपुपस्तवाभिः॥ SS, III, 136. 
यद्वै तन्न पश्यति पश्यन्वै तन्न पश्यति , Brh. Up, 4.3.23. 
न हि द्रष्टः दष्टः विपरिलोपो विद्यते, iid 
एषोऽस्य परम आनन्दः , ibid., 4.3.32. 


एतस्यैव आनन्दस्य अन्यानि भूतानि मात्रामुपजीवन्ति , 
ibid. 
न दृष्टेः द्रष्टारं TM, ibid, 3.4.2. 
नित्यचँतन्यानभ्युपगमे बृत्युत्पत्तिबिना शतद्भेदादेरपरोक्षतया भानं 
न स्यात्‌ । स्वोत्पत्तिविना शयोस्स्वग्राह्मत्वासम्भवात्‌ | afa- 
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गोचरापरोक्षवृत्तीनां निरसिष्यमाणतया तयोः वृत््यन्तरग्राह्म- 
त्वासम्भवाच्च। तस्मात्‌ वृत्तिनाशादिसाक्षितया5पि नित्य- 
चेतन्यमुपेयमिति भावः, KA, p. 150. 


अहङ्कारप्राणशारीरादीनां योग्यतद्धमसुखदुःखादीनां च सदा 
अहङ्कारादिसत्ताकाले संदायादिनिवृत्तिलक्षणफलभाकत्वं ताव- 


दचुभवसिद्धम्‌ । ... ... तञ्च तेषां सदाप्रकाशसंसगं विना 
न संभवति। -.. ... सदाप्रका शसंसगित्वं अहङ्कारादीनां जन्य- 


ज्ञानपक्षे न संभवति । तेषाम्‌ उत्पत्तिबिनाशवत्वात्‌ .क्रमिक- 
त्वात्‌ प्रायेण बाह्यविषयगोचरत्वाच्च | तस्मादहङ्कारादीनां सदा 
संशयाद्यगोचरत्वनिर्वादाय तेषां खदा साक्षिचेतन्यरूपप्रकाश- 
संसर्गो वाच्य इति भावः, ibid. 


नित्यानुभवरूपसाक्ष्यनङ्गीकारे दिव्यमङ्गलश्रीकृष्णसूतिगोचरव्ृत्तिः 
सन्ततिकालीनाहमथंस्य तत्कालीनवूत्तीनां च तत्काले जन्या- 
नुभवासंभवेन संस्कारासभवात्‌ उत्तरत्र अनुसन्धानं न स्यात्‌। 
न हि धाराकाले अहङ्कारगोचरो वा प्रत्येक व्रृत्तिगोचरो वा 
जन्यानुभवः सम्भवति। धाराविच्छेदप्रसङ्गात्‌। ... ... तस्मा- 
दन्यज्ञानधाराकालीनाहमर्थादिसाक्षितया नित्यानुभवो वाच्य इति 
भावः | tbid. 


अन्तःकरणविरिष्रस्य प्रमातृत्वेडपि तदुपहितस्य साक्षित्वात्‌ 

महती न चेवं सुषुप्तो साक्षी न स्यादिति वाच्यम्‌ । तदाः 

प्यन्तःकरणस्य सूक्ष्मरूपतया चेतन्यव्यावतंकस्य सत्वात्‌ , 
BIERS jos GNIS 


cag कारणत्वं च साक्षित्वम्रपि चात्मनः | 
सदे शितव्यकार्याथंसाक्ष्यार्थनास्य सङ्गतेः ॥ 
Brh. Up., Bh. V., 4-3-354. 


इशितव्यमनपेक्ष्य नेश्‍वरो नेशितव्यमपि तद्वदीश्वरम्‌ | 


अन्तरेण घटते ततो aw मोहमात्रपरिकल्पनं द्वयम्‌ ॥ 
SS, IIT, 188. 


कार्यवस्तु विरहय्य कारणं न क्वचिदूघटयितुं क्षमेमहि । 


नापि कारणमपोह्य केवलं aaa परिकल्पयेमहि ॥ 
ibid. III, 189, 
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20. साक्ष्यवस्तु परिहृत्य साक्षिता साक्षिणं च परिहृत्य agaa ॥ 
नेष्यते न घटते a तेन तत्‌ सव्यपेक्षमुभयं परस्परम्‌ ॥ 
ibid., III. 190. 


21. ' यत्सापेक्षमिहेक्षित भवति तन्मायामयं स््रप्रवत्‌ 
तस्मादीवरतादि कल्पितवपुः स्वीकुमंहे न्यायतः ' 
ibid., IIT. 193. 
DOME चा उक्तरूपस्य साक्षिणः चेतन्यमात्रावारकेण अज्ञानेन 
आवरणमवजेनीयमिति कथमावृते न अविद्याहङ्कारादिभानम्‌ ......, 
SLS., pp. 159-160. 


23. न चेवं साक्षिणोऽज्ञानाब्रृतत््वात्‌ कथं ततः तद्वगम इति 
बाच्यम्‌। ARa आवूतेनापि प्रकाश्यत्वात्‌ इति केचित्‌ , 

AD, Vol. II, p. 406. 

24. राहुवदविद्या स्वावृतप्रकाशप्रकाऱ्येति केचित्‌, SLS, p. 160. 


25. UE सर्वात्मनावूतस्य चन्द्रमण्डलादेः स्वावारकराहुमात्र 
प्रकाशकत्वेऽपि तदतिरिक्‍तप्रकाशकत्वादशंनात्‌ ANAG- 
तस्य साक्षिणः कथञ्चिद्‌ विद्यामात्रावभासकत्वं स्यात्‌; नाहः 
डारादिभासकत्वम्‌ ... ... 2 SEAL, joe NB 


26. इदानीमप्यानन्द्प्रकाशे मुक्तिसंसारयोः अविरोषप्रसङ्गः , 
SLS, p. 161. 
27. aq कल्पितभेदस्य साक्ष्यानन्द्स्य प्रकारोऽपि अनवच्छिन्नस्य 
ब्रहमानन्दस्य आवृतस्य संसारद्‌शायामप्रकाशेन विशेषोऽस्तीति 
Ja, ibid. 
28. आनन्दे अनवच्छेदांशस्य अपुरुषाथत्वात्‌ , ibid. 
Vide: अचच्छेदो हि भेदः। स च आत्मनि कल्पितः। तथा 
च अवच्छेदाभावो यद्यानन्दातिरिक्तः तदा दोषमाह -- अनव- 
च्छेदांशस्येति। KA, p. 162. 
29. आनन्दापरोक्षमात्रस्य च इदानीमपि सच्वात्‌ , 
SLS, p. 161. 


30. अवच्छिन्नः साक्षयानन्दः सातिशयः सुषुष्तिसाघारणाद्नति- 
स्पष्टात्‌ ततो वेषयिकानन्देु अतिशयानुभवात्‌ , s 


ibid, p. 162. 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


31. 


32. 


33. 


34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


Notes 53 


Vide: सुकतो agma एकरूपेण पूणंठया च प्रकाशते, 
इदानीं ताहशब्रहमानन्दप्रकाशो नास्ति, किन्तु उत्कर्षापक- 
षपितानन्द्प्रकाश gata, KA, p. 162. 


सिद्धान्ते साक्ष्यानन्द्‌ - विषयानन्द - ब्रहमानन्दानां वस्तुत 
पकत्वेन उत्कर्षापकर्षासंभवात , SLs, p. 162. 


ननु एकस्यैच सौरालोकस्य करतलस्फटिकदपंणाद्यभिव्यञ्ज- 
कविशेषोपधानेन अभिव्यक्तितारतम्यदशानात्‌ पकत्वेऽप्यान- 
aa अभिव्यञ्जकसुखवत्तिभेदोप धानेन अभिव्यक्तितारतम्य- 
रूपम्‌ उत्कर्षापकषंवत्वं युक्तमिति चेत्‌, ibid, p. 163. 


ada: sama सौौरालोकस्य गगने विना करतलादिसंवंघ- 
मस्पष्टं प्रकाशमानस्य नित्नतले प्रस््रमरस्य जलस्येव करतल- 
data गतिप्रतिहतो बहुलीभावादधिकः प्रकाशः , Maad- 
णादिसंवन्धेन गतिप्रतिहतौ वहुलीभावात्‌ तदीयदीप्तिसंबलानाञ्च 
ततोऽप्यधिकप्रकाश इति तत्राभिव्यञ्जकोपाधिकाभिव्यक्तितार- 
तम्यानभ्युपगमात्‌ , SLS, p. 163. 
Vide: एकरूपस्य आलोकस्य उपाधितारतम्यकृता भिव्यक्तिः 
तारतस्यस्य असंप्रतिपत्तः न तस्य दृष्टान्तत्वं संभवतीत्यथेः, 
व KA, ७. 163. 
दृष्टान्तसंप्रतिपत्तौ च गगनप्रसत सौरा लोकवत्‌ अनवच्छिन्नान- 
seq अस्पष्टता , करतलाद्यवच्छिन्नसौरालोकवत्‌ खुखवृत्यव- 
र्छिञ्रानन्दस्य अधिकाभिव्यक्तिरिति मुक्तितः संसारस्येव अभ्यः 
हिंतत्वापत्तेश्च , SLS, pp. 163-164 
तस्मात्‌ साक्ष्यानन्दस्य आद्वतत्वकल्पनमयुक्तम्‌ , 
ibid., p. 164. 
अन्ये तु - प्रकाशमानोऽप्यानन्दः ' मयि नास्ति न प्रकाशते ' 
इति आवरणानुभवात्‌ mga Ta, ibid, p. 166. 
Vide: अथ ' आनन्दो नास्ति न प्रकाशते? इत्यादि व्यव- 
aaia तद्विषयत्वयोग्यतालक्षणाच्रुतत्वस्यापि सत्वात्‌ , 
AD, Vol. II, p. 429 
साक्षिचेतन्याभिनस्य साक्ष्यानन्दस्यावृतत्वे साक्षिचेतन्यमप्या- 
ad स्यात्‌, KA, 0. 166. 
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38. 


39. 


40. 


41. 


42. 


43. 


पकस्मिन्नपि साक्षिणि अविद्याकल्पितरूपभेदसंभवेन चेतन्य- 
रूपेण अनावरणस्य आनन्द्रूपेण आवरणस्य चाविरोधात्‌ , 
SLS, pp. 166-167. 
Vide: यथा वस्तुत एकस्मिन्नेव चेतन्ये जीवत्वेश्‍वरत्वाख्यो 
रूपभेदौ कल्प्येते - ' नाहमीइवरः, किन्तु संसारी ' इति 
व्यवहारबलात, तथा ‘ae सुखी इत्यादि ज्ञानं आनन्दो 
न भवति ' इत्यादिरूपेण अहङ्काराद्यवभालकश्ञानस्य आनन्दात, 


भेदव्यवहारदशनात तदनुरोधेन चित्वानन्दत्वाख्यो रूपभेदौ अना- 


RAA कल्प्येते | 


यथा च qiia चेतन्ये जीवत्वावच्छेदेन अक्षत्वा- 
दिकम्‌, इश्वरत्वावच्छेदेन तदभावश्च कल्प्यते त्थेवानन्द- 
त्वावच्छेदेन आवृतत्वं चित्वावच्छेदेन अहङ्कारायवभालकचैतन्ये 
तदभावश्च कल्प्यते फलबलादिति न विरोधः। जीवत्वादेरिव चित्वा- 
दिरूप भेदस्यापि अविद्याकल्पितत्वाभ्युपगमात्‌ नाद्वैतविरोधश्च 
इत्यथः, KA, pp. 166-167. 


Vide also: ... ... प्रकाशोऽनाच्ृत एव *“ चेतन्यं नास्ति, 
न प्रकाशते ” इति व्यवहाराभावेन चेतन्ये तद्विपयत्वयोग्य- 
तालक्षणाद्वतत्वाभावात। ... ... अथानन्दो नास्ति न प्रका- 


शत इत्यादि व्यवहारदरनेन तद्विषयत्वयोग्यतालक्षणाव्रृत- 
त्वस्यापि सत्त्वात्‌, AD, Vol. Il, ७. 429. 


स्वरूप प्रकाशस्य आवरणानिवतकतया प्रकाशमाने आवरणस्य 
अविरोधाञ्च , SLS, p. 167. 


‘ > ज़ ; 7 
त्वदुक्तमथ न जानामि › इति प्रकाशमाने एव आवरणदश- 
नाञ्च . ibid. 


' त्वदुक्तमर्थं न जानामि ' इत्यनुभवे अज्ञानविशेषणतया 
प्रकाशमानस्य सामान्याकारस्य आवरणविषयत्वाभावात्‌ आव- 
रणविषयस्थ विरोषस्य प्रका शमानत्वाभावात्‌ प्रकाशमानस्य 
आद्भतत्वे नायमनुभवः प्रमाणम्‌, KA, p. 167. 
तस्साद्यद्वच्छिन्नम्‌ अज्ञानं प्रकाशते तदेवावृतमिति प्रकाश- 
मानेऽप्यज्ञानं युज्यते , SLS, p. 168. 

न आनन्दस्याद्रतत्वे विषयसंपकंद्‌्शायां विषयानन्द्प्रकाशो 
न स्यात्‌, KA, p. 168. 
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सुखवृत्तिविषयत्वप्रयुक्तानावारकत्वखभाव एव व्रृत्तिकृताबरणा- 
भिभव इत्यथः , ibid. 
SLS, pp. 166-168. 


साक्षिचेतन्यस्यानाच्रतत्वे तदभिन्नस्य आनन्दस्यापि अनावू- 
तत्वापत्या मुक्तिसंसारयोः अविरोषप्रसङ्ग इति qaqa प्राप्ते 
स्रूपानन्द्स्यानाब्रृतत्वेऽपि तयोः विशेषः संभवति ... ... 

KA, p. 166. 


*.. अत्युत्कृष्टस्येव धवलरूपस्य मालिन्यतारतम्ययुकतेष्वनेकेषु 
द्पणेषु प्रतिबिम्बे सति उपाधिमालिन्यतारतम्यात्‌ तत्र तत्र 
प्रतिविम्बे धावल्यापकषः तारतम्येन अध्यस्यते , 

SLS, pp. 164-165. 


एवं वस्तुतः निरतिशयस्य पकस्येच स्वरूपानन्दस्यान्तःकरण- 
प्रतिबिस्विततयां साक्ष्यानन्दभावे प्राकतनसुळतसंपत्त्यधीनविषय- 
विदेषसंपकप्रयुक्‍तसत्त्वोत्कर्षापकषंरूपशुद्धितारतम्ययुकतसुखरूपा- 
न्तःकरणवृत्तिप्रतिबिम्बिततया विषयानन्दभावे च तमोगुणरूपो- 
पाधिमालिन्यतारतम्यदोषादपकषंः तारतम्येन अध्यस्यते इति 
संसारदशायां प्रकाशमानेऽप्यानन्दे अध्यस्तापकषंतारतम्येन 
सातिशयत्वात्‌ अतृप्तिः ibid., p. 165. 


विद्योदये निखिलापकर्षाध्यासनिवृत्ते' आरोपितखातिशयत्वापा- 
यात्‌ कृतकृत्यतेति विशेषोपपत्ते निरुपाधिकप्रेमगोचरतया 
प्रकाशमानः साक्ष्यानन्दोऽनाब्रृत wafer, ibid. 

qaqa: प्रेमा खरूपानन्दावरणसत्वे न संमवति। लोके 


प्रकाशमानसुखे एव प्रीतेः अनुभवसिद्धत्वात्‌ इति भावः , 
KA, p. 166. 


कलबलेनावृतस्यापि खरूपानन्दप्रका शस्य निरुपाधिकप्रेमहेतुत्व- 
कल्पनात्‌ , tbid. 
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First Section, Second Chapter. 


स्वरूपतः सत्यं प्रतिविम्वत्वरूपेण मिथ्याभूतं Aeda प्रति- 
विस्बमिति वादस्य asac [वक्ष्यमाणस्य] प्रतिबिस्ब- 
वादत्वमिति भावः, VR, p. 225. 


... प्रतिबरिम्बमुखे ` दपंणे सुखम्‌? इति दपेणस्थत्वानुभवात्‌ , 
ग्रीवास्थसुखस्य दपंणस्थत्वायोगात्‌। तथा प्रतिबिस्वसुखस्य 
ग्रीवास्थमुख प्रति आभिमुख्यानुभवात्‌ , सुखप्रतिमुखयोरभेदपक्षे 
तस्यैव तदाभिमुख्यायोगात्‌, तयोः zeta स्फुटमनुभवाञ्च। 
तस्मादनुभवत्रयाचुरोधेन उपाधौ अनिर्वचनीयप्रति विस्वाध्याख 
उपेयः, KA, p. 241. 
Vide: स्वरूपतः मिथ्याभूतं प्रतिबिम्बमिति वादः आभासवाद्‌ः, 
NR, p- 223: 


fara एव मुखे दपंणोपाधिसन्निधानदोषात्‌ दर्पणस्थत्व- 
प्रत्यङ्सुखत्व-व्रम्बभेदानामध्याससंभवेन न दपंणे सुखस्या- 
प्यध्यासः कल्पनीयः, गौरवात्‌, SLS, p. 241. 
Vide: घर्मिकल्पनापेक्षया वहुघमंकल्पनमपि aaa इति भावः, 
KA, p. 241. 
Vide also: ग्रीवास्थे मुखे दपंणस्थत्वम्‌ , एकस्मिश्च तस्मिन्‌ 
भिन्नत्वं mega च तस्मिन्‌ प्रत्यडपुखत्वमिति घर्मा एव 
प्रतिबिस्वभ्रमे आरोप्यन्ते , AD, Vol. II, p. 175. 


‘q सुखं नास्ति? इति संसगंमात्रबाधात्‌। मिथ्यावस्त्व- 
न्तरत्वे “ नेदे सुखम्‌? इति स्वरूपबाधापत्तः , 
SLS, p. 241. 
Vide: ' आदरा सुखं नास्ति ' इति संसगमात्रनिषेधात्‌ भेद 
मात्रकल्पनयापि सुखभेदप्रत्युपपत्तौ धर्मिकल्पनागौरवात्‌। 
AD, Vol. II, pp. 177-8. 


6. ‘qi मम सुखं भाति” इति स्वसुखाभेदप्रत्यभिश्ञानाञ्च , 


SLS, p. 241. 
Vid: ' नात्र सुखम्‌, तदेवेदम्‌? इति अनुभवाच्च , 
र AD, Vol. II, p. 178. 
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न च ग्रीवास्थमुखस्याधिष्ठानस्य आपराक््यासंभवः। उपाधि- 
प्रतिहतनयनरङ्मीनां परावृत्य विम्वग्राहित्वनियमाभ्युपगमात्‌ , 
SLS, pp. 241-42. 


प्रतिबिम्वोत्पत्तिवादिनापि चक्रुस्सञ्चिकृष्टस्यैव विम्वतायाः वक्‍त- 
व्यत्वेन उक्तनियमस्य तेनापि स्वीकायंत्वात्‌ , KA, p. 241. 


प्रतिविस्वाध्यासवादिना सनिकृष्टस्येव feaa नाङ्गीक्रियते , 
अतो ग्रीवास्थमुखस्य बिम्वत्वनिर्वाहाय स्वचश्षुस्लन्निकर्पा- 
पेक्षाभावात्‌ नायं नियमः तेनादतंव्यः , ibid. 
Vide: अथ प्रतिविम्वज्ञाने न तयोहेतुत्वम्‌ , किन्तु प्रति- 
विस्बितरूपादौ इति: Sq, AD, Vol. II, p. 180. 
तन्षियमानभ्युपगमे परमाणोः कुड्चादिव्यवहितस्थलस्यापि 
चाक्षुषप्रतिबिम्वभ्रम्रसङ्गात्‌ , SLS, p. 242. 
Vide: naala चाक्षुषप्रतिबिस्वाध्यासाहेतुत्वे saa- 
हितस्यापि चाक्षुषप्रतिविम्बप्रसङ्गः। किमनेन विशेषणेन , यस्य 
कस्यापि प्रतिबिम्वापत्या परमाणोर्वायोश्च तत्प्रसङ्गादित्यथः , 
KA, p. 242. . 
Vide also: विम्वस्य उपाधिप्रतिहतनयनरर्मिभिः ग्रहणनिय- 
माभावे परमाणोः कुड्यादिव्यवहितस्थलस्यापि चक्षुषा प्रति- 
विम्वभ्रमप्रसङ्गात्‌ , AD, Vol. II, p. 179. 


न च अव्यवह्दितस्थ॒लोद्‌भूतरूपवत पव चाश्रुषप्रतिविम्बश्रमः 
नान्यस्येति वाच्यम्‌ , SLS, p. 242. 

Vide: न च अव्यवहितस्थुलोद्‌भूतरूपवत एव चाश्ुषप्रति- 
बिम्बश्रमः नान्यस्येति वाच्यम्‌ , 4D, Vol. I, p. 179. 


द्रव्यचाक्षुषं प्रति द्रब्यगतमहत्त्वोद्‌भूतरूपयोः कारणत्वं FA- 

itll ता तथा च बिम्बप्रतिबिम्बयोरभेदपक्षे विम्वचा- 
क्षुपस्यैव प्रतिबिस्बचाक्षुपत्वात्‌ विम्बभूतमुखादिगतयोः स्थूलत्वो- 
दूभूतरूपयोः कळप्तचाक्षुषप्रत्यक्षादृन्यत्र कारणत्वं न कल्प- 
नीयमिति लाघवम्‌, KA, p. 242, 


शुक्तिरजतादिबत्‌ साक्षिभास्यप्रतिबिस्बाध्यासोत्पत्तिपक्षे, तु 
बिम्बसन्निकपंस्य प्रतिबिम्बाष्यासहेतुत्बानुपगमेन घायुपरमा- 


‘at: चाक्ुषप्रतिबिम्बबारणाय ब्रिम्थमूतद्रष्यगतथोः मद्दत्त्वो- 


T—8 
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14, 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


दूभूतरूपयोः स्वाश्रयगोचरचाश्चुष इव स्वाश्रयद्रव्यरूपबिस्बहेतु- 
कप्रतिबिम्वाध्यासोत्पत्तावपि हेतुत्वं कल्पनीयमिति गौरवम्‌ , 
ibid. 
बिस्बप्रतिबिम्त्राभेदपक्षे नयनरशमीनां परावृत्य विस्बसंबन्धा- 
भ्युपगमेन प्रतिविस्वश्रमस्थलेऽपि विम्बसन्निकर्षस्य हेतुत्व- 
सत्त्वात्‌ घटादिचाक्षुष इव प्रति्िम्बचाक्षुषेऽपि कुञ्यादेः 
सन्निकषंविघटनद्वारैच प्रतिबन्धकत्वं न तु अन्यत्राकलप्तं 
साक्षात्प्रतिवन्धकत्वं कल्प्यमिति लाघवम्‌ , ibid. 


प्रतिविम्वाध्यासपश्षे तु विम्वसन्निकषंस्य हेतुत्वान भ्युपगसेन 
कुड्यादेः सन्निकषंविधटकत्वस्य. क्लृप्तस्य प्रतिविस्वश्रमस्थले 
वक्तुमशक्यतया प्रतिबिस्बाध्यासं प्रति साक्षादेव प्रतिवन्ध- 
कत्वं व्यवहितस्य प्रतिविस्ववारणाय कल्पनीयमिति गौरवम्‌ , 

ibid, 
कुड्यादिव्यवधानस्य प्रतिहतनयनरश्मिसंवन्धविधटनं विनेव इह 
प्रतिबन्धकत्वे तथैव घउप्रत्यक्षादिस्थलेऽपि तस्य प्रतिबन्ध 


कत्वसम्भवेन चक्षुःसन्निकर्षमाजस्य कारणत्वविलोपप्रसङ्गाञ्च , 


SLS, p 242. 
Vide: आवरणट्रव्यस्य प्रतिहतनयनरश्मिसंबन्धविघटनं विनेव 


प्रतिबन्धकत्वे चक्षुःसन्निकषेमात्रस्य कारणत्ववि लोपप्रसङ्गात्‌ , 
AD, Vol. II, p. 181. 


तथा च उक्तयौरवादिदोषपरिहाराय परावृत्येति नियम 
उपेयो बिम्बसन्निकर्षाय इति भावः, KA, p. 242. 


दपणे मिथ्यामुखाध्यासवादिनापि कारणत्रयान्तर्गतस्ंस्कार- 
Read नयनरश्मीनां कदाचित्‌ परावृत्य स्वमुखग्राहकत्व- 
कल्पनयैच पूर्वानुभवस्य संम्थंनीयत्वाञ्च , 

SLS, pp. 242-3. 
Vide: कारणत्रयेति। दोषसंप्रयोगसंस्काररूपकारणत्रयेत्यर्थः । 
स्वसुखस्य स्वचक्षुस्सन्निकर्घानुपगमे goal आरोप्यप्रतिमुख- 
सजातीयस्वसुखसाक्षात्कारस्य कदाप्यसंभवेन अध्यासकारण- 


भूतस्य आरोप्यखजातीयगोचरपूर्वानुभवजन्यसंस्कारस्यालाभात्‌ 
ग्रतिबिस्बरूपाध्यासस्य उत्पत्तिनं स्यात्‌। . अत स्वमुखस्य 
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स्वचक्षुस्सनिकर्षलामभाय उकतनियम आदतंव्य इति भावः, 
KA, p. 243. 


न च नासादिप्रदेशावच्छिन्नपूर्वानुभवादेव संस्कारोपपत्तिः। 
तावता नयनगोलकादिप्रतिबिम्वाध्यासानुपपत्तेः , 
SLS, p. 243. 


तडाकसलिले तटविडपिसमारूढादष्टचरपुरुषप्रति बिम्बाध्यास- 
स्थले कथमपि पूर्वानुभवस्य giaa, ibid. 


adage भेदेन तत्खदशत्वेन च mri: स्पष्टं निरी- 
क्ष्यमाणं g तत्प्रतिबिम्ब ततो भिन्नं स्वरूपतो मिथ्येव , 
स्वकरगतादिव रजतात्‌ शुक्तिरजतम्‌, ibid., p. 244. 


न च ‘ag मम मुखं भाति? इति बिस्बाभेदक्षानवि- 
रोधः। स्पष्ठभेदद्वित्वप्रत्यङमुखत्वादिश्ञानविरोधेन अभेदक्षाना- 
संभवात्‌ । bid. 


‘aga मम gay’ इति व्यपदेशस्य स्वच्छायासुखे स्वः 
सुखव्यपदेशवत्‌ गोणत्वाञ्च , ibid. 


न चाभेदश्ञानविरोधात्‌ भेदव्यपदेश एव गौणः किं न 
स्यादिति शङक्यम्‌ , वालानां प्रतिबिम्बे पुरुषान्तरश्रमस्य 
हानोपाधित्साद्यर्थक्रियापयंन्तस्य अपलपिलुम शक्यत्वात्‌ , iid. 


न च प्रेक्षावतामपि स्वमुखविरेषपरिज्ञानाय दपंणाद्यपादा- 
नदरानात्‌ अभेदज्ञानमप्यर्थक्रियापयंन्तमिति वाच्यम्‌ , 
ibid., pp. 244-5. 


वालानां प्रतिबिम्बगोचरहानादिक्रियापि विम्वस्योपाधिस्थत्व- 
भ्रमादेच संभवतीति अन्यथासिद्धिः ... ... ; 
KA, p. 245. 


यत्तु - नात्र सुखमिति दपंणे मुखसंसगमात्रस्य बाधः न 
सुखस्येति, तन्न - नेदं रजतमित्यत्रापि इदमे taaa- 
दात्म्यमात्रस्य बाधो न रजतस्येत्यापत्तेः , 

SLS, pp, 245-6. 
Vide: आपत्तेरिति। तथा च शुक्तिरजतस्यानिवंचनीयत्वं 
सिद्धान्त्यभिमतं न स्यादिति भावः, KA, p. 246. 
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28. 


29, 


30. 


31. 


32. 


33. 


34. 


35. 


अत्र कः तादात्म्यमात्रस्य वाध्यत्वेऽपि रजतस्यानिवंच- 
नीयस्योत्पत्तिरनिवार्या , देशान्तरस्थरजतादेस्संविद्‌ भिन्नत्वाभा- 
बेन पुरोवर्त्यभिन्नतया प्रत्यक्षत्वानुपपत्तिः ... ... ibid, 


तत्र £ नेदं रजतम्‌ ' इति रजतस्वरूपमेच वाध्यते , नात्र रजतं 
किन्लु तदिद्‌ रजतमिति देशमात्रबाधया सत्यरजतेनेकतया 
न प्रत्यभिज्ञायते। अतो रजते अभिज्ञाबाधात्‌ प्रत्यभिज्ञा 
विश्रम zad इह तु ` नेदं मुखम्‌? इति न स्वरूपेण 
बराध्यते। किन्तु नात्र म॒खं मदीयमेवेति प्रत्यभिज्ञायते। नच 
सा वाध्यते। व्यक्त्यन्तरत्वे च नात्र मखमस्तीति न 
वाधः स्यादित्यथेः , F, pp. 283-84. ; 


कथं aaas केपुचित्नयनरशश्‍्मिपु अप्रतिहतमन्तगंच्छत्सु 
अन्ये जलसंबन्धेनापि प्रतिहन्यमानाः नितान्तसृदवः aF- 
लनयनरङ्मिप्रतिघातितं किरणसमूहं निजित्य तन्मध्यगतं 
सूयंमण्डलं प्रविशेयुः , SLS, p. 246. 


यथा स्र्यादेकिरणानां स्वतस्तृणादि दाहकत्वाभावेऽपि सूर्य- 
कान्तमणिप्रतिहतानां तद्दाहकत्वं, तथा नयनकिरणानां 
स्रतस्सूर्यकिरणप्रतिघातकत्वाभावेऽपि प्रतिबिम्बोपाधिप्रतिहतानां 
तद्विजये सामर्थ्यातिशयकल्पना उपपद्यते। KA, p. 246 


कथं च जलसंत्रन्धेनापि प्रतिहन्यमानाः शिलादिसंवन्धेन न 
प्रतिहन्येरन्‌ , तत्प्रतिहत्या परावूत्तो वा नयनगोलकादिभिनं 
Gata, तत्संसगं वा संसृष्टं न साक्षात्कारयेयुः , 
SLS, p. 247. 
बस्तुतस्तु - अनन्यथासिद्ध्फलबलात्‌ स्वच्छद्रव्यस्य TAR- 


wea वा प्रतिबिस्बोद्ययोग्यस्यैव प्रतिघातकत्वमपेयते , अतो 
नोक्तदोष इति बोध्यम्‌ , KA, p. 247. 


e e तियंक्चक्षुविक्षेपं विना ऋजुचश्चुषा दपंणे विलोक्यमाने 
तत्प्रतिहतानां प्राइवंस्थमुखग्राहकत्ववञ्च वद्नसाचीकरणाभावे- 
ऽप्युपाधिप्रतिहतानां पृष्टमागव्यव/हतग्राहकत्वं तावत्‌ दुर्वारम्‌। 

SLS, p. 248, 
wee RBM दपणे विलोक्यमाने द्पेणप्रतिहतानां 
पाश्‍वंस्थपुरुषप्राप्तिस्थले च, सन्निकषेविघटकाभावात्‌ ततमाः 
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प्तिः संभवति। प्रकृते च शरीरतदवयवानां व्यवधायकानां 
सत्त्वात्‌ दपंणप्रतिहतानां न पृष्टभागव्यवहितवस्तुप्राप्तिः 
KA, p. 248. 


मलिनद्पणे इ्यामतया गोौरमखप्रतिबिम्वस्थले विद्यमान- 
स्यापि विम्वगतगौररूपस्य चाक्षुषक्षाने$नुपयोगितया पीत- 
शङ्क्रमन्यायेनारोप्यरूप वेशिष्टथेनेव विम्बमुखस्य चाश्चुषत्वं निर्वा- 
afafa तथेव नीरूपस्यापि दपणोपाधिश्यामत्वरवेशिष्टधेन 
चाक्षुषप्रतिबिम्वश्रमविषयत्वमपि दुर्वारम्‌ | 

SLS, pp. 248-9. 


agag - द्रव्यचाक्षुषे द्रव्यगतमेवोद्भूतरूपं कारणमिति न 
नीरूपद्रव्यस्य चाक्षुषप्रतिबिम्बभ्रमबिषयत्वं प्रसज्ज्यते | 
§ “KA, p: 249. 


पुरुषसामान्यानुभवसंस्कारमाचरेण खप्नेष्वदष्टचरपुरुषाध्या सवत्‌ 
मुखामान्यानुमभवसंस्कारमात्रेण दपंणेछु मुखविशेषाध्यासोप- 
we: ॥ SLS, p. 249. 


ननु मखसामान्यानुभवजन्यसस्कारस्य प्रतिमुखाघ्यासहेतत्वे 
चैत्रमुखदपंणयोः सान्निध्ये सति यस्य कस्यापि मुखस्याध्या- 
सप्रसङ्गः anata, न तु नियमेनाभिमुखाध्याखः , 

KA, 249, 


बिम्वसन्निधानानुरोधेन सुखाळृतिविशेषाध्यासः , 
SLS, p. 249. 


कथं amada इव तत्प्रतिबरिम्बावलोकनेऽपि aga- 
शीलतदूविम्बसन्निकर्षाविशेषे लोचनयोः शोत्याभिव्यक्त्या आ. 
प्यायनं न स्यात्‌, ibid, pp. 246-7. 


लोचनयोश्‍्शैत्याभिव्यकितिश्चन्द्र्सञ्चिकर्षादिकता न भवति, कि 
तु तयोश्न्द्रकिरणसंसरगंसन्ततिक्कता , तथा च अधघोमुखस्य 
लोचनयोस्तदभावात्‌ चन्द्रसन्निकषंतडरनसत्वेऽपि न शेत्या- 
भिव्यक्त्यादिप्रसक्तिः KA, p. 247. 


अद्वैतविद्याकृतस्तु प्रतिबिम्बोय मिथ्यात्वमभ्युपगच्छतां त्रिविघ- 
जीववादिनां विद्यारण्यशुरुप्रभृतीनामभिप्रायमेवमाहुः | 
SLS, pp. 243-4. 
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ह प्रतिबिम्बस्य स्वरूपतो मिथ्यात्वे ब्रह्मप्रतिविस्बजीव- 
स्यापि मिथ्यात्वापत्तिर्दोष्ः , ibida, p. 249. 


कूटस्थो ब्रह्म जीवेशो इत्येवं चिच्चतुर्विधा , PD, 6-18. 


अधिष्ठानतया देहद्दयावच्छिन्नचेतनः | 
कूटवन्निविकारेण स्थितः कूटस्थ उच्यते ibid. 6-22. 


कूटस्थे कल्पिता बुद्धिस्तत्र चित्मतिबरिम्वकः । 
प्राणानां घारणाज्ीव संसारेण ख युज्यते ॥ ibid., 6-23. 


मायाधीनश्चिदाभासः श्रतौ मायी महेइवरः 
अन्तर्यामी च संज्ञो जगद्योनिः स एव हि॥ 
ibid., 6-147, 
अविद्यावृतकटस्थे देहद्वययुता चितिः। 
Wan रूप्यवद्ध्यस्ता विक्षेपाध्यास एव fèu 
ibid., 6-33. 
आरोपितस्य saree रूप्यं नाम यथा तथा । 
क्टस्थाध्यस्तविक्षेपनामाहमिति निश्चयः ॥ ibid., 6-36. 
Brh. Up., 4-5-13. 
ibid., 4-5-14. 
Vide: (i) सम्ुत्थायेष भूतेभ्यस्तान्येचानु विनश्यति | 
विस्पष्टमिति taza याज्ञवल्क्य उवाच हि ॥ 
(ii) अविनाश्ययमात्मेति कूटस्थः प्रविवेचितः , 
PD, 8-39, 40. 
अवच्छिञ्नश्चिदाभासस्त॒तीयः स्तरप्रकल्पितः'। 
विश्ञयस्त्रिविधो जीवस्तत्राद्यः पारमार्थिकः ॥ DDV, V-32. 
अवच्छेदः कल्पितः स्यादवच्छेद्यं तु वास्तवम्‌ | 
ibid., V. 33. 
जीवो धीस्थश्चिदाभासो भवेद्‌भोकता हि RAFA । 
भोग्यरूपमिदं सवं जगत्स्याद्‌भूतभौतिकम्‌ ॥ 
अनादिकालमारभ्य मोक्षात्पू्वमिदं द्यम्‌ | 
व्यवहारे स्थितं तस्मादुभयं व्यावहारिकम्‌ ॥ 
ibid., V-36,37. 
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Notes 63 
चिदाभासस्थिता निद्रा विक्षेपा५५वृतिरूपिणी | 
आवृत्य जीवजगती पूर्वे at तु कल्पयेत्‌ ॥ 
A A 
प्रतीतिकाल एवेते स्थितत्वात्प्रातिभासिके । 
न हि angga पुनः स्वप्ने स्थितिस्तयोः n 
ibid, V. 38-39. 


अहमथेजीवस्य विनाशित्वे कथमविनाशि ब्रह्माभेद्‌ः , 
SLS, p. 75. 
Vide: यत्तु चित्रदीपे प्रतिविम्बचँतन्यरूपजीवस्य स्वरूपतो 
मिथ्यात्वात्‌ तस्य॒ मुक्त्यन्वयायोग इति तदन्वययोग्यं R- 
स्थनामकं जीवेशवरविलक्षणं किञ्चित्‌ चेतन्यं परिकल्प्य 
चिञ्चातुविध्यं दशितं, यदपि च डग्डशयविवेकरे प्रतिबिम्व- 
मिथ्यात्वमेवाश्रित्य सुक्‍त्यन्वयाय अवच्छिन्नचेतन्यस्य पारमा- 
थिकजीवत्वं कल्पितं, KA, p. 92. 
Vide also: देहद्वयावच्छिन्रकूटस्थरूपपारमार्थिकजीवस्य तु 
अवच्छेदकीभूतदेहद्टयस्य कल्पितत्वेऽपि स्वतस्सत्यत्वात्‌ संभ- 
वति व्रह्माभेद्‌ः ibid., p. 86. 
नेदमभेदे सामानाधिकरण्यम्‌ , कि तु वाधायाम्‌ । यथा यः 
स्थाणुरेष पुमान्‌ इति कूटस्थब्रह्मस्वरूपत्वबोधेन अध्यस्ता- 
हमर्थरूपत्वं निवत्यंते | 
योऽयं स्थाणुः पुमानेष पंधिया स्थाणुधीरिव | 
ब्रह्मास्मीति धिया शेषाप्यहवुद्धिनिवत्यंते ॥ PD, 8-43. 
a अवच्छित्रजीवस्य सत्यतया मुक्तिभाकत्बोपपत्तेरिति | 
SLS, p. 249, 


प्रतिबिम्बे बिम्बात्‌ भेदमात्रस्य अध्यस्तत्वेन स्वरूपेण तस्य 
सत्यत्वात्‌ न प्रतिबिम्वरूपजीवस्य मुक्त्यन्वयासम्भवः इति 
न तदतिरेकेण ë grammaa अवचच्छिन्नरूपजीवान्तरं ar 
जीवेश्वरविलक्षणं कूटस्थशब्दितं चैतन्यान्तरं वा कल्पनीयम्‌ | 

ibid., pp-91-92. 


' अविनाशी वा अरेऽयमात्मा ' इति श्रवणं जीवस्य ag- 
पाधिनिवूत्तो प्रतिबिम्बभावापगमेऽपि स्तरूपं न विनश्यतीत्ये- 


तत्परं, न तदतिरिक्तकूटस्थनामकचेतन्यान्तरपरम्‌ | 
- ibid., pp-92-93. 
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63. 


श्रीविद्यारण्यगुरुप्रभृतिभिस्तु मन्दाधिकारिणां तत्त्वे बुद्ध्यारोहाय 
प्रतिबिस्बोत्पत्तिप्रक्रिया उपपादिता । मन्दाधिकारिणां हि, यथा 
: कतृत्वभोक्तृत्वादिसंसाराश्रयश्चिदाभासो मिथ्याभूतः, स 
चात्मा न भवति, आत्मा त्वसङ्गचेतन्यरूपो न संसा- 
uaa: इति प्रक्रियया तत्त्वं बुद्धावारोहति, न तथा 
: आत्मनो ब्रह्मप्रतिबिम्चस्य स्वतस्सिद्धं ब्रह्मत्वम्‌ , अन्तः - 
करणतादात्म्यात्‌ संसाराश्रयत्वं › इति प्रक्रियया तत्त्वं बुद्धा- 
चरोहति, लोके विरुद्वधर्मासाङ्कयंस्य घमिभेदस्थले इव 
घस्यभेदस्थले स्फुटत्वाभावात्‌ । अयं च तेषामभिप्रायः कूटः 
स्थदीपे 'यया यया भवेत्‌ पुंसां’ इति वातिकवचनोदा- 
हरणेन स्पष्टः। ÑA, p. 245. 
यया यया भवेत्‌ पुंसां व्युत्पत्तिः प्रत्यगात्मांने | 
सा सेव प्रकियेह स्यात्‌ साध्वी सा चानवस्थिता ॥ 

Brh. Up., Bh. V. 1-4-402. 
Vide: PD, 8-73. 


CHAPTER VII 


मिथ्याभूतस्य शुक्तिरूप्यादेः कटकाद्यथक्रियाकारित्वाद्दांनात्‌, 
KA, p. 274. 


स्वाम्जलादौ अवगाहनादिरूपार्थंक्रियाकारित्वमस्ति तत्र सत्यत्वं 
नास्ति, ibid. 


अर्थक्रियाकारित्वमात्र॑ न हेतुः fara सत्यार्थेक्रियाकारित्वम्‌। 
तञ्च स्वाम्जलादौ नास्तीति न व्यभिचारः, ibid. 


स्वाप्जलादिसाध्यावगाहनादिरूपार्थक्रिया असत्येव ; किन्तु 
जाग्रज्ञलादिसाध्या खा सत्या SLS, pp. 274-75. 
जाग्रज्ञलादिसाध्या या अर्थक्रिया सत्या किमिति संबन्धः 
RR सा सत्या न भवत्येवेत्यथः , KA, p. 275. 


अर्थक्रियाकारित्वमात्रं सत्यत्वप्रयोजकं वाच्यम्‌ । तञ्च स्वाप्त- 


जलादावस्त्येव इति व्यभिचारतादवस्थ्यम्‌ इति भावः , 
` ibid. 
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अविशिष्टमुभयत्रापि स्वसमानसत्ताकार्थक्रियाकारित्वमिति । 

SLS, p. 275. 
ननु स्वाप्रजलादौ सत्यार्थक्रियाकारित्वाभावेऽपि स्वसमान- 
सत्ताकार्थक्रियाकारित्वमस्त्येच , तहि जाग्रत्प्रपश्चस्यापि तदः 
स्तु, नेतावता त्वदभिमतपरमार्थसत्यत्वं सिद्धति , 

KAT १ 27७ 
सवंव्यवहाराणामेव प्रारब्रह्मात्मताविज्ञानात्‌ सत्यत्वोपपत्तिः स्व- 
प्रवयवहारस्येच प्राक प्रबोधात्‌, BSB, 2.1.14. 


प्रवोधवाध्यार्थक्रिया प्रातिभासिकी , प्रबोधावाध्यारथंक्रिया स्वप्न. 
कालीनापि व्यावहारिकसत्येवेति विभागः KA, p. 275. 


(i) स्वाप्राङ्गनाभुजङ्गमादीनां तदवाध्यस्ुखभयादिजनकत्वस्यापि 
दशनात्‌ | स्वाप्रविषयजन्यस्यापि हि सुखभयादेः प्रबोधान- 
नन्तरं न वाधोऽनुभूयते, प्रत्युत प्रबोधानन्तरमपि मनःप्र- 
सादशरीरकम्पनादिना सह तदनुव्र॒त्तिदशंनात्‌ प्रागपि सत्त्व 
मेचावसीयते , SLS, p. 275. 

(ii) न चासत्यायाः सत्योत्पादकत्वविरोधः ... ... प्रातिभा- 
सिकस्य व्यावहारिकसुखजनकत्वदशनाचच , AS, p. 1287. 


° स्वप़्कालीनमपि सुखभयादिकं जाग्रत्खुखादिवदूव्यावहारिक- 
सत्यमेव , न प्रातिभासिकम्‌ , प्रबोधानन्तरं वाधाभावात्‌ , 
तद्नन्तरमप्यनुवतंमानत्वाच्च ˆ? KA, p. 275. 

अत पव प्राणिनां पुनरपि रुखजनकविषयगोचरस्वप्ने वाञ्छा , 
अताइशे च स्वप्ने प्रद्वेषः, SLS, pp. 275-76. 

अत पच - स्वाप्रभयादे रप्रातिभालिकत्वा देवेत्यथः , 

KAT jou 275: 
एवञ्च व्यावहारिकजाग्रत्पदार्थांनां व्यावहारिकार्थक्रियाकारित्वं 
कैघुतिकन्यायसिदद्वमिति मिथ्यात्वपक्षे नाथंक्रियाकारित्वानुपपत्तिः 
इति भावः, tbid. 

,.. ... स्वाप्राङ्गनादिक्षानमेच खुखादिजनकम्‌ , तञ्च सदेवेति , 

SLS, p. 276. 
Vide also: 

सवितस्रुषिररज्जुसपौदिश्षानमेव चारिष्टभयादि हेतुनेत्वथंः , 
सत्यप्यथं तदज्ञाने भयाद्यभावात्‌ , Nmr, p. 278. 
T 
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15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


ile 


i ववी किं afama भयादिहेतुः उत स्वाम्रभुजङ्गमादिरूपविष- 
यबिरेषितम्‌। नाद्यः। यत्कित्रिद्गोचरवृत्तिक्ञानादपि भयादि- 
प्रसङ्गात्‌ KA, p. 276. 


Vide: क्षानस्य भयादिजनकत्वे सर्पाद्यवच्छन्नत्वमेच कारण 
तावच्छेदकमास्थेयम्‌ | ज्ञानत्वेन जनकत्वेऽतिप्रसङ्गात्‌ , 
AS, p. 278. 


[न द्वितीयः]। gamsa सत्यत्वेऽपि विषयस्यासत्यतया 
तद्विशिष्टस्यापि fanfara, KA, p. 276. 


Vide: तथा च मिथ्यात्वावच्छिन्नत्वाकारेण ज्ञानस्य मिथ्या- 
त्वात्‌ , AS, p. 278. 


तथा च प्रातिभासकात्‌ व्यावहारिकाथंक्रियोत्पत्तो तदुदाहरणं 
aada, KA, p. 276. 


१०० ९०० तद्विषयापरोक्षमात्रं सुखजनकम्‌ , तञ्च साक्षिरूपं 
सदेवेति ... ... MSP 276 


यथा जागरे सुखविशेषभयविरोषादेदशनस्प शनादिरूपब्त्ति- 
बिरेषचिशिष्टविषयापरोक्षजन्यत्वम्‌ , न तु विषयापरोक्षमात्रः 
जन्यत्वम्‌ , तन्मात्रस्येकरूपत्वेन कार्यविरोषाप्रयोजकत्वात्‌ । 
तथा स्वप्नेऽपि। तथा च तत्तद्विषयापरोक्षमात्रस्य साक्षि- 
रूपस्य सत्यत्वेऽपि सुखभयादिजनकस्य प्रातिभासिकद्शान- 
स्पशनादिबत्तिविरेषविशिष्टस्य तत्तद्विषयापरोक्षस्य प्रातिभासिः 
कत्वात्‌ प्रातिभासिकात्‌ व्यावहारिकसुखभयाद्सिभव इत्यर्थः , 

KA, p. 276. 


तथा जागरे घरादिप्रकाशनक्षमतत्रत्यपुरुषान्तरनिरीक्ष्यसाणा- 
लोकचत्यपवरके सद्यः प्रविष्टन पुंसा कल्पितस्य सन्तम- 
सस्य प्रसिद्धसन्तमसोचितार्थक्रियाकारित्वं esq तेन तं 
प्रति घराद्यावरणं दीपाद्यानयने तदपसरणं इत्यादेदंशंनात्‌ 
xaiq केचित्‌ , SLS, pp. 276-77. 


पानावगाहनाद्यथक्रियायां जलाद्खिरूपमात्रमुपयोगि , न तद्गतं 
सत्यत्वम्‌ , ibid., p. 277. 


sae ad सति मरुमरीचिकोदकशुक्तिरजतादेरपि प्रसिद्धोद- 
काद्यचितार्थक्रियाकारित्वप्रसङ्गः , ibid. 
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मरीचिकोदकादौ उदकत्वादिजातिनास्ति ... , ibid. 


तद्विषयकश्रमस्य [मरीचिकोद्‌कविषयकश्रमस्य] उद्कशब्दो- 
ल्लेखित्वं तदुल्लेखिपूर्वानुभवसंस्कारजन्यत्वप्रयुक्तम्‌ इति तत्त्व- 
शुद्धिकारादिमते तत्तदर्थक्रियाप्रयोजकोद्‌कत्वजात्यमावादेव तद्‌- 
प्रसङ्गात्‌ , ibid. ; 

Vide: तद्प्रसज्ञादिति - प्रसिद्धोदकाद्यचितार्थंक्रिया का रित्वप्रसङ्गा- 
भावादित्यथंः, KA, p- 278. 

Vide also: रजतसंस्कारनिमित्ता wamba: a च 
संस्कारो रजत शब्दोल्लिखित पूर्वानुभवजन्यत्वात्‌ दोषसंप्रयोगाभ्यां 


सह भ्रान्तिज्ञानमुत्पादयन्‌ रजतशब्दमनुस्मारयति , 
TS, p. 127. 


रड क्वचित्‌ अधिष्ठानविदोषक्षाने समूलाध्यासनाशात्‌ ... 
तत्र तत्र अर्थक्रियाऽभावोपपत्तः , SLS, p. 278. 

Vidc: दूरे मरीचिकोदकञ्रमानन्तरं स्नानाद्यर्थ समीपं 
गतस्य नेद॑ जलं, मरीचिमात्रमिदं ' इति विशेषदशने 
सति जलाध्यासस्य स्वमूलाज्ञानेन सहेव नाशात्‌ न ततो- 
ऽर्थक्रियोत्पत्तिरापादयितुं शक्येत्यर्थः, KA, p. 278. 
दोषविदोषाजन्यमरीचिव्होदका दिव्यावतंकस्य अथंक्रियोपयोगिरू- 
पस्य वक्तव्यत्वे ... ... दोषविदोषाजन्यरजतत्वादेरेव रज- 


ताद्यचितार्थक्रियोपयोगिरूपस्य वक्तुं शक्यत्वाञ्च , 
SLS, pp. 278-79. 


CHAPTER VIII 


इन्द्रियजन्यं ज्लानं प्रत्यक्षम्‌ , NSM, p. 182. 
ज्ञानाकरणकं श्ञानं प्रत्यक्षम्‌ , ibid., p. 183. 


अनुमितौ व्याप्तिश्ञानस्योपमितो साइश्यज्ञानस्य शाब्दबोधे 
पदज्ञानस्य करणत्वात्‌ , ibid. 


विरिष्टबुद्धौ विशेषणज्ञानस्य कारणत्वात्‌, ibid., p. 195. 
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S 


10. 


अपरोक्षत्वं कि करणस्वभावप्रयुक्तम्‌ , विषयस्वभावप्रयुक्तं वा ? 
करणस्वभावप्रयुकतमेवेत्यन्ये। विषयस्वभावसिद्धमेवेति सिद्धान्तः, 
Bh. P., 403. 
Vide: संबिदापरोक्ष्यं न करणविशेष-निबन्धनम्‌ , किन्तु 
प्रमेयविशेष-निवन्धनमिति , VP, p. 298. 


यद्यपि प्रमातृविषयादिचेतन्यमेक तथापि घटावच्छिन्नमश्ञातं 

सत्‌ sad, तदेव निवृत्ताविद्यं सत्प्रमाणफलं , वृत्त्यव- 

च्छिन्ने च प्रमाणं, अन्तःकरणविशिष्टं sma इति, 
TVD, ७. 264. 


लोके तावद्विषयस्यापरोक्षता संविदभेदाद्वा विषयस्याव्यव- 
धानतया स्वसंविज्ञनकत्वाद्वा प्रमाणकारणेन्द्रियसस्प्रयुक्तत्वाद्वा 
भवति ; उक्तकारणत्रयहीने अनुमेयादी परोक्षतादरानात्‌ | 

V, p. 403. 


अपरोक्षा्थविषयत्वमेव ज्ञानेऽपरोक्षत्वम्‌ , VTV, p. 260. 


Vide: न अपरोक्षत्वं करणप्रयुक्तं जातिर्वा किन्तु अपरो- 
क्षार्थेविषयत्वमेव , Bh. P, p. 405. 


(i) अर्थस्य चापरोक्षत्वम्‌ अनाद्वृतसंवित्तादात्म्यात्‌ , 

PIV, p. 260, p. 725. 
Vide: अर्थस्य घटादेश्चानपरोक्षस्वभावस्यापि अपरोक्षसंवि- 
'्तादात्म्यात्‌ अपरोक्षत्वम्‌ , Bh. P., p. 405. 
Vide also: प्रमात्रभेदो नाम न तावदैक्यम्‌ , किन्तु प्रमा 
तृसत्तातिरिकतसत्ताकत्वाभावः | VP, p. 48. 


अर्थापरोक्षत्वं तु नापरोक्षक्षानविषयत्वं , येनान्योन्याश्र यः 
स्यात्‌। किं तु तत्तत्पुरुषीयचेतन्याभेदः। SZS, p. 341. 
Vide: यदा अन्तःकरणवृत्त्या घटाद्यवच्छिन्नचेतन्यमुपधीयते 
तदान्तःकरणावच्छिञ्घटादययवच्छिन्नचेतन्ययोः वस्तुत एकत्वेऽपि 
डपाधिभेदाद्भिन्नयोः एकोपाधिसंवन्धेनेक्यात्‌ भवति अभेदः 
इति अन्तःकरणावच्छिन्नचेतन्यस्य विषयावच्छिन्नतद धिष्ठान- 
चैतन्याभेदसिद्धयथं वृत्ते: निगमनं वाच्यम्‌। एवं घटा- 
. द्यवच्छिन्नचेतन्यावरणान्ञाननिव्रृत्यर्थंमपि तत्कल्प्यम्‌ | 


77%, pp. 263-65. ` 
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अपरोक्षार्थविषयत्वं श्ञानस्यापरोक्षत्वं ATH | 

SLS, p, 341. 
Vide: अपरोक्षार्थविषयत्वमेव ज्ञानेऽपरोक्षत्वम्‌ , 

VTV, p. 260. 


अन्तःकरणतद्धर्माणां साक्षिणि कल्पिततया तदभेदसत्त्वात्‌ , 
SLS, pp. 341-42. 
Vide: साक्षिण्यध्यस्तत्वेन अनाद्रुतसंविद्‌ भेदस्य सत्त्वात्‌, 
VTV, p. 725. 
अनुमितिवूत्तेः विषयदेशे गमनाभावेन तदूवृत्त्यवच्छिन्नचेतन्यस्य 
न वहृचभिन्नत्वम्‌ , KA, p. 343. 


न च अन्तःकरणतद्धर्माणां ज्ञानादीनामिव धर्माधमंसंस्कारा- 
णामपि साक्षिणि कल्पितत्वाबिशेषात्‌ आपरोक्ष्यापत्तिः। 
तेषामनुद्भूतत्वात्‌ , उदूभूतस्येव जडस्य चेतन्याभेदे MT- 
रोक्ष्य इत्यभ्युपगमात्‌ , SLS, p. 342. 

Vide: उद्‌भूतत्वे सति . प्रमातृचेतन्याभिन्नत्वं अर्थापरोक्ष्यम्‌ , 
उद्भूतत्वं च फलबलकल्प्यः स्वभावविदोषः, स च घर्मा- 
देर्नास्तीति Rara: । KA, p. 342. 

Vide also: न चेवं घर्मादेरपरोक्षत्वापत्तिःस्वरूप विरोषस्य 
परमत इव तत्राप्यपेक्षितत्वात्‌ । 777, p. 725. 


एवं च सर्वदा सवंपुरुषचेतन्याभिन्नत्वात्‌ ` यत्साक्षादपरो- 
क्षात्‌ ब्रह्म’ (a. उ - ३-४-१] इति wear स्वत एवाः 
परोक्षं ब्रह्मेति अपरोक्षार्थेविषयत्बात्‌ शाब्दस्यापि ब्रह्मज्ञा- 
नस्य अपरोक्षत्ववाचोयुक्तियंक्ता । SLS, p. 343. 


तत्र ब्रह्मण एव सवंसंविदुपादानत्वात्‌ ब्रह्माकारशब्दप्रमाण- 
जन्यखंवेदनेऽपि तदभिन्नतया वा तञ्जनकतया वा ब्रह्मापि 
प्रथममेचापरोक्षतया अवभासते | V, pp-406-7. 


इदं च aca जीवाभिन्नत्वं जडस्य प्रमातृचँतन्याभिन्नत्व- 
aq काल्पनिकं न भवति, कि तु वास्तवैक्यरूपं ... ... 
ब्रहम जडवत्‌ स्वब्यतिरिक्तप्रमाठ्चैतन्यमपेक्ष्य अपरोक्षं न 
भवति , किं तु साक्षात्प्रमातृचेतन्यस्वरूपत्वादेवा परोक्षं इत्यथंः। 

KA, pp. 342-3. 
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18. नापरोक्षार्थविषयत्वं क्ञानस्यापरोक्ष्यम्‌ , स्वरूपसुखापरोक्षरूप- 
स्वरूपक्षानाव्यापनात्‌ । SLS, p. 343. 


19. तत्तद्व्यवहारानुकूलचेतन्यस्य तत्तदर्थामेदो ज्ञानापरोक्ष्यम्‌ | 
ibid. 
20. तत्तद्थस्य स्थव्यवहारानुकूलचंतन्या भेदोऽर्थापरोक्ष्यम्‌ , ibid. 


Se also: अर्थापरोक्ष्यं च स्वव्यवहारानुकूलचेतन्याभिन्नत्वम्‌। 
स्वपदमर्थपरम्‌ | तद्व्यवहारानुकूलं च dard fagara 
तत्तधिष्ठानचैतन्यमेच। तथा च घराद्यथस्य स्वव्यवहारानु- 
कलेन स्वाधिष्ठानचेतन्येन स्वगोचरबृत्यभिव्यक्तेन तादात्म्य- 
लक्षणाभेदसत््वात्‌ स्वव्यवद्दारानुकलचेत न्याभिन्नत्वरूप मपरोक्ष- 
त्वमुपपन्नम्‌ | KA, p. 204 


21. अत एव जीवस्य संसारदशायां वस्तुतस्सत्यपि ब्रहमा- 
भेदे न तदापरोष्त्यम्‌ , अज्ञानावरणकृतभेदसत्त्वात , 
SLS, p. 345. 
अत पब = अभेदाभिव्यक्तेरेवापरोक्षत्वप्रयोजकत्वस्वीकारादेव 
KA, p. 345 
Se also: तथा च ब्रह्मणोऽपि स्वव्यवहारानुकलेन स्वगो- 
चरवृत्त्युपहितेन साक्षिचेतन्येन अभिन्नत्वं अस्ति | 
ibid., p. 343. 


22. अस्ति च अन्तःकरणतद्धर्माणां स्वव्यवहारानुक्लेन साक्षि- 
चैतन्येन अभिन्नत्वम्‌ , तत्र तेषामध्यस्तत्वात्‌ । ibid. 


23.. तथा च चेतन्यघमं पवापरोक्ष्यं, SLS, p. 343. 


24. तस्य वृत्तिघमत्वे तु खुखदुःखादिगोचरापरोक्षद्त््यनङ्गीकारात्‌ 
सुखदुःखादिभासकसाक्षिचेतन्ये वृरत्तिघमंस्याप रोष्त्यस्य असम्भ- 
वाच्च सुखदुःखादेरपरोक्षत्वानुभवविरोधः स्यादिति भावः | 

KA, p. 343. 
Vides इदं चापरोक्षत्वं विषयावभासकचेतन्यरूपज्ञान निष्ठं , 
न वृत्तिनिष्ठम। अतो न साक्षिप्रत्यक्षाव्याप्तिः | 

ibid., p. 204. 
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एवं वृत्तिविषयचेतन्या भेदाभिवयक्तिलक्षणस्यापरोक्ष्यस्य स्व- 

विषयचेतन्यगताज्ञाननिवृत्तिप्रयोज्यत्वे तस्य अज्ञाननिवृत्तिप्रयो- 

जकत्वायोगात्‌ ज्ञानमात्रमश्ञाननिवतंकं भवेदिति चेत्‌, 
SLS, p. 346. 


‘aq ज्ञानमुत्पद्यमानं स्वकारणमहिम्ना विषयसंस्ष्टमेवोत्प- 
द्यते , तदेवाज्ञाननिवतंकम्‌ ? इति विशेषणाद्‌ , पेन्द्रियक- 
श्ञानानां तथात्वात्‌। Gt च शब्दादुत्पद्यमानमपि AER- 
ज्ञानं सर्वोपादानभूतस्वविषयव्रहमसंसृष्टमेच उत्पद्यत इति 
तस्याज्ञाननिवतंकत्वमश्षाननिव्ृत्तो तन्मूलभेदप्रविलयादापरोक्ष्यं 
चेत्युपपद्यतेतराम्‌ । ibid. 


CHAPTER IX 


(i) सदसत्सद्सदनिवंचनीयप्रकारेभ्यो हि अन्यप्रकारैच AT- 
नस्य निवृत्तियेक्ता , 5, p. 85. 
(ii) amisa: तज्ज्ञप्ति्चा तद्‌श्नानह्ानिः, /5, p. 369. 
न सन्नासन्‌ न सदसत्‌ नानिर्वाच्योऽपि तत्क्षयः | 

NM, p. 355. 
निवृत्तिरप्यात्मेव , VTV, p. 736. 
अनिर्वाच्यस्य सादेः अन्नानोपादानकत्वनियमेन मुक्तावपि 
तढुपादानाज्ञानानुञ्॒त्यापत्तः , SLS, p- 568. 
अविद्यावत्‌ तन्निव्ृत्तिरप्यनिर्वाच्यैच। न च aggaal ag- 
पादानान्ञानस्यापि अनुवृत्तिनियमात्‌ अनिर्मोक्षप्रसङ्गः | तदनुः 
वृत्तौ प्रमाणाभावात्‌ , ibid. 
उत्पत्तेः प्रथमसमयमात्रसंसगिभावविकारत्ववत्‌ निवृत्तेरपि 
चरमखमयमात्रसंसगिभावविकारोपपत्तः । ... ... qa qaa 
' उत्पत्स्यते › , ' उत्पन्नः ' इति भाविभूतभावेन व्यवह्वियमा- 
णाया उत्पत्तेः प्रथमखमयमात्रे उत्पद्यते इति बतंमानत्वव्य- 
वहारः ibid. ; 


Sse पूवं qaa ` निवर्तिष्यते ', ` निवृत्त ' इति भावि- 
भूतभावेन व्यवहियमाणाया निवृत्तेः चरमसमयमात्रे ¦ निव- 
तते. hase इति वतंमानत्वब्यपदेशः | 


ibid., pp. 368-369. 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 
18. 


निवृत्तेरनुव्रत्तौ तु चिरशकलिते$पि घटे ` इदानीं निवतंते ' 
इत्यादि व्यवहारः स्यात्‌ | tbid., p. 369. 
आख्यातानां प्रकृत्यथंगतवतंमानत्वाद्यर्थाभिघायित्वात , 

ibid., p. 369. 

pme स्वाभिहित सङ्का श्र य प्रकृत्यर्थक तृक मंगतवतंमानत्वाद्यर्था - 
भिघायकत्वम्‌ , ibid. 
Vide: ` घरो निवतंते , देवदत्तः पचति, तण्डुलाः पच्य- 
न्ते? इत्यादिप्रयोगेषु प्रकृत्यथंभूतनिवूत्त्यादिक्रियाणां Ra- 
कर्मादिरूपाश्च ये घटादयः, तद्गतवतंमानत्वाद्यर्थवाचकत्वं 
लर्त्वादिरूपेण तेषामाख्यातानाम्‌ अस्तु इत्यर्थः , 

KA, P- 369 
निवृत्तिक्रियाकतुः चिरच्‌णितस्य घटस्य तद्‌्गतनिवृत्त्यनुकूल- 
व्यापारस्य च अवतंमानत्वात्‌ नोक्तातिप्रसङ्गः , 

SLS, p, 369. 
स्वाभिहितप्रक्त्यर्थानुकुलव्यापारगतवतंमानत्वाद्यर्थाभिधायकत्वम्‌ „ 

ibid. 
क उत्पन्नेऽपि घटे उत्पद्यते इति व्यवहारापत्तेः। उत्प- 
त्तिक्रियाकतृंः घटस्य वतंमानत्वात्‌ , ibid. 


ENE आमवातजडीक्ृतकलेबरे उत्थानानुकलयत्ननति उत्था- 
नानुद्येऽपि ' उत्तिष्ठति’ इति व्यवहारापत्तेः। आख्याता- 
थेस्य प्रकृत्यथंभूतोत्थानानुकूलस्य यत्नरूपव्यापारस्य वतंमा- 
नत्वात्‌ , ibid. 
तस्मात्‌ प्रकृत्यथंगतमेच वतंमानत्वादि आख्याताथं इति 
ध्वंसस्य स्थायित्वे चिरनिवृत्ते;पि घटे ‘fada’ इति 
व्यचहारः दुर्वारः, ibid. 
प्रागभावस्तथा ध्वसोऽप्यत्यन्ताभाव एव च। 
एवं त्रैविध्यमापन्नः संसर्गाभाव इष्यते ॥ 

KARIKAVALI. 12. 
अनादिः सान्तः प्रागभावः, TS, p. 312. 
सादिरनन्तः प्रध्वंसाभावः, ibid. 
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19. त्रेकालिकः संखर्भावच्छि्ञाभावः , अत्यन्ताभावः यथा भूतले 
घटो नास्तीति, 1/4. 

20. यत्र लु भूतलादौ घटादिकिमपलारितं पुनरानीतं च तत्र 
घटकालस्य संवन्धाधटकत्वात अत्यन्ताभावस्य नित्यत्वेऽपि 
घटकाले न घरात्यन्ताभाषबुद्धिः NSM, p. 63. 

21. तत्रोत्पादविनाशशाली चतुर्थोऽयमभाच इति केचित, ibid. 

22. तादात्म्यखंवन्धावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकोऽभावः अन्योन्याभावः , 

DS, pe दोष. 


23. ध्वंसोत्तरकालं कपालेष्विव शकलीक्रियमाणघटाधिकरणभूत- 
लादिष्वपि ' अत्र घडो ध्वस्तः? इति प्रतीतिवलात्‌ gaat- 
दिकमपि कपालानीव घटध्वंसाधिकरणत्वेन केश्चित्‌ ताकिकैरु- 
पेयते , KA, p. 370. 


LAP WE कपालमालापसरणे तद्नपसरणेऽपि ... ... किमिति 
स प्रत्यक्षो न स्यात्‌। SLS, p. 370. 
DO See इदं भूतलं घटध्वंसवत्‌ , कपालमालाविशेषवत्वात्‌ , 
व्यतिरेकेण कपालमालाविरेवानधिकरणप्रदेशवत्‌ ! , ... ... 
KA, p. 370. 


26. ... तेन मुदूगरपातकालीनस्य उत्पत्तिवत्‌ भावविकाररूपतया 
प्रतियोग्याश्रितध्वंसस्यानुमानं खंमवतीति न ततः पश्चादनु 
वतंमानप्रतियोग्यधिकरणाश्रिताभावरूपध्वसरलिद्धिः , 

SLS, p. 370. 

27. “इह भूतले घटो ध्वस्तः? इति भूतले ध्वंसाधिकरणत्ब- 
व्यवहारस्य * इह भूतले घटः उत्पन्नः ' इतिवत्‌ भावविकार- 
युकतप्रतियोग्यधिकरणत्वविषयत्वोपपत्तः। ibid. 

28. घरध्वंसानन्तर भूतले घटाभावव्यवहारस्य घटापसरणानन्तरं 
तद्‌भावव्यवहारवत्‌ समयविशेषसंखग्यंत्यन्ताभावालम्बनतोप- 
पत्या ध्वंसविषयत्वस्य अकल्पनीयत्घाञ्च , ibid. 

29. एवं सति घरोत्पत्तेः पूर्वं तद्‌भावव्यवहारोऽपि अत्यन्ताभावेन 
चरितार्थं इति प्रागभावोऽपि न स्यादिति चेत्‌, सोऽपि मा 


भूत्‌, tbid., p. 371. 
T—10 
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30. 


31. 


32. 


33. 
34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 


38. 


39. 


add ' प्रागंभावाधारकालः पूर्वकालः, ध्वसाधार उत्तर- 
कालः इति निवंचनासंभवात काले पूर्वोत्तरादिव्यवद्दारः 
किमालम्बनः स्यात्‌? ibid. 


घटादिषु प्रतियोगित्वादिव्यवहारवत्‌ अखण्डकििद्धमंगोचरोऽस्तु । 
अभावरूपस्थायिध्वंसाभ्युपगमेऽपि तेषु ध्वंसत्वादेरखण्डस्येव 
वक्तव्यत्वात्‌ , ibid. 


न च जन्याभावत्वरूपं सखण्डमेव ध्वंसत्वम्‌। ध्वंसप्राग- 
भावरूपस्य घटस्य तदूधवंसत्वापत्तेः , ibid 


5 सप्तमपदार्थरूपाभावत्वं विवक्षितम्‌, tbid. 


घरप्रागभावस्य ध्वंसत्वेनोपेते घडे उक्तलक्षणाभावात्‌ धटस्य 
asana प्रति ध्वंसत्वं न स्यात्‌ .. ... ... 


घटकाले घटप्रागभावध्वंसाभावे प्रागभावध्वंसका लत्वरूपस्य 
तढुत्तरकालत्वस्याभावादिति भावः, tbid. 


न च प्रतियोग्यातरिक्तः प्रागभावध्वंसः। तथा सति तुल्यन्या- 
यतया धवंसप्रागभावोऽपि प्रतयोग्यतिरिक्तः स्यादिति प्रागभावः 
धवंसस्यापि प्रागभावोऽन्यः, तस्यापि कश्चित्‌ ध्वंसः, तस्यापि प्रा 
गभावोऽन्यः , इत्यप्रामाणिकानवधिकध्वसप्रागभावकल्पनापत्तेः | 
SLS, p. 372. 

न तावदनादित्वे सति सान्ताभावत्वं प्रागभावत्वं , घटध्वंस- 
प्रागभावरूपे धटे अनादित्वाभावेन अव्याप्त्यापत्तेः | 

KA, ७. 372. 
नापि प्रतियोगिजनकाभावत्वं प्रागभावत्वं , जनकत्वशरीरप्रविष्ट 
पूवेवृत्तित्वस्य कायंप्रागभावकालवृत्तित्वरूपतया आत्माश्रय- 
gagal tbid. 
ama पूर्व॑ प्रागभावः, न च पश्चात्‌ ६वंसाभावः , मध्ये 
परं किञ्चित्कालं अनिर्वंचनीयोत्पत्तिस्थितिध्वंसरूपभावविकारवान्‌ 
घटादिः अध्यासः। SLS, p. 372. 
एबं च अविद्यानिदृत्तिरपि ब्रह्मसाक्षात्कारोदयानन्तरक्षणवर्ती 


कश्चिदूसावविकार इति तस्याः मुक्ताचनुद्ृत्यमावात्‌ न 
तद्निर्वाच्यत्वे saN इति) ibid. 
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CHAPTER X 


अत्र परत्र अवभास इत्येव लक्षणम्‌ , शिष्टं पदद्वयं तदुप- 
पादनाथम्‌ , RP, p. 11. 
अवभास्यत gaara: स्जताद्यर्थेः , ibid. 
तस्य  अयोग्यमधिकरणं परत्रपदाथः , ibid. 
waa इति स्मरतिः - सत्यरजतादिः, तस्य रूपमिव 
रूपमस्य इति EART: स्मयेमाणसदश इत्यथः , 
ibid., p. 12. 
. _ पूर्वदष्टेति । दष्टं - दशनम्‌ । संस्कारद्वारा पूवंदशंनादवभा- 
स्यत इति पूर्वदष्टावभासः। तेन सस्कारजन्यज्ञानविषयत्वं 
स्सयंमाणारोप्ययोः साइश्यमुक्तं भवति , स्मृत्यारोपयोः AER- 
रजन्यत्वात्‌ , ibid. 
न च संस्कारजन्यत्वादारोपस्य स्मृतित्वापत्तिरिति वाच्यम्‌। 
दोषसंप्रयोगजन्यत्वस्यापि विवक्षितत्वेन संस्कारमात्रजन्यत्वा- 
भावात्‌ | अत्र संप्रयोगशब्देन अधिष्ठानसामान्यज्ञानमुच्यते , 
अहङ्काराध्यासे इन्द्रियसंप्रयोगालाभात्‌ । एवश्च दोषसंप्रयोग- 
संस्कारवलात्‌ शुक्त्यादौ रजतमुत्पन्नमस्तोति परत्रावभास्य- 
त्वल्षणमुपपन्नमिति स्मतिरूपपूवंदृष्टपदाभ्यासुपपादितम्‌ , 
ibid., pp. 12-13. 
अर्थाध्यासे स्सर्यंमाणसदृशः परत्र पूवंदरांनादवभास्यत इति 
योजना , ibid. 
ज्ञानाध्यासे तु स्मृतिसडशः परत्रपूवेद्रशानादवभास इति वाक्यं 
योजनीयमिति संक्षेपः , 1/4. 
ख्यातिवा धानुपप च्या दिभि्रंमविषयस्या निवंचनीयत्व सिद्धश्च , 
SLS, p. 195. 
Vide: ख्यातीति। ख्यातिरपरोक्षप्रतीतिः । तया भ्रमविष- 
यस्य देशान्तरस्थत्वमसत्वं च निरस्तं भवति। असतस्सं 
वित्तादात्म्याभावेन प्रत्यक्षत्वायोगात्‌ < शुक्तौ कालत्रयेऽपि 
रजतं नास्ति’ इत्यवाधितवाघकप्रत्यक्षत्रलाद्रजतस्थितिसम- 
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ll. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


येऽपि शुक्तौ रजताभावस्सिध्यति। शुक्तौ यदि रजतं न 
स्यात्‌ तदा ख्यात्यनुपपत्तिः। यदि तत्र तत्‌ सत्यं स्यात्‌ 
तदा शुक्तौ yaaa न medal अतः ख्यातिबाधान्य- 
थाजुपपत्त्या तस्यानिवंचनोयत्वं सिध्यति , KA, p. 195. 


काचादिदोषदूषितलोचनस्य पुरोबत्तिद्रव्यंयोगात्‌ इदमाकारा 
चाकचिक्याकारा च काचिदन्तःकरणवूत्तिः उदेति। तस्यां 
च वृत्तो इदमंशावच्छिन्नचेतन्यं प्रतिविम्वते। तत्र पूर्वोक्त- 
रीत्या ad: वहिनिगमनेन इदमंशावच्छिन्नचेतन्यं gegat- 
च्छिन्नचेतन्य॒ प्रमातृचैतन्यं चाभिन्नं waft) ततश्च प्रमा- 
तृचेतन्या भिन्नविषयचेतन्यनिष्ठाशुक्ितत्व-प्रकारिका अविद्या चाकः 
aana साइश्यसन्दशंनसमुद्बोधितरजतसंस्कारसध्रीचीना 
काचादिदोषसमवहिता रजतरूपाथाकारेण रजतश्ञानाभासाकारेण 
a परिणमते, VP, pp. 82-85. 


इदमाकारवृत्या इदमंशाक्ञाननिवूत्तावबपि शुक्तित्वादिविशेषां- 
शाश्ञानानिवृत्तः तदेव रजतोपादानम्‌ , शुक्तित्वाद्यज्ञाने रज- 
ताध्यासस्य तज्ज्ञाने तदभावस्य अनुभूयमानत्वात्‌ , 

SLS, pp. 174-175. 


संसिद्धा सविलासमोहविषये वस्तुन्यधिष्ठानगीः 
नाधारे५६यसनस्य वस्तुनि ... ... SS ॥ BE 


Vide: शुक्त्यंशोऽधिष्ठानम्‌ , इदमंश आधारः, सविलासा- 
ज्ञानविषयोऽध्िष्ठानम्‌ , अतद्रपोऽपि agian आरोप्यबुद्धौ EF- 
रन्‌ आधार इति संक्षेयपशारीरके$पि विवेचनात्‌ , 

SLS, ७. 175. 
अपरे तु ‘ag रजतम्‌” इति इदमंशसंभिन्नत्वेन प्रतीय- 
मानस्य रजतस्य इदमंशाज्ञानमेवोपादानम्‌ | तस्य च इद- 
माकारवृत्त्या आवरणशक्तिमात्रनिवृत्तावपि विक्षेपशकत्या सह 
तदजुब्त्तः नोपादानत्वासंभवः। ibid., pp. 175-6. 


इद्मथावच्छिन्नचेतन्ये विद्यमाना रजतपरिणामिनी अविद्या 
दुष्टेन्द्रियसम्प्रयोगरूपादध्यासनिमित्तकारणभूतात्‌ क्षोभं - कार्या 
भिमुख्यं प्राम्मोति। उत्तरक्षणे च रजतरूपेण परिणमते । 
ुष्टेन्द्रियसंप्रयोगात्‌ shat तदैव जायते। तथा च अप्र- 
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तिबद्धात्‌ दुष्टेन्द्रियसम्प्रयोगात्‌ भवन्ती इदमथंगोचरवृत्तिः 
स्वकालोत्पन्नरजतविशिष्टेदमथं विषयीकरोतीत्यथः | 
KA, p. 187. 


कवितार्किकचक्रवत्तिनसिंहभट्टोपा्यायास्तु ` इदं रजतम्‌ ' इति 
भ्रमरूपवृत्तिव्यतिरेकेण रजतोत्पत्तः प्राक्‌ इदमाकारा वृत्ति 
रेव नास्तीति तस्याः अनज्ञाननिवर्तकसदसदूभावविचारं निराल. 
स्वनं मन्यन्ते jm GS ७) Io 

पूर्वमतद्वये इदमाकारवृत्त सत्त्वात्‌ तदभिव्यकतचेतन्यरूपमेव 
शुक्तिरजतादिनज्ञानम्‌, न तु वृत्तिरूपम्‌ । अस्मिन्‌ मते 
तद्भावात्‌ वृत्तिरूपमेव तज्ज्ञानमिति मन्तव्यम्‌ , 


KA, pp. 176-7. 
धमिज्ञानरूपामिदमाकारव्रत्ति निराकरोति ... ... सा किमनु- 
भवसिद्धा , उत कायंकल्प्या, अथ वा सामग्रीकल्प्या, 

ibid. 


“ इद्मित्येकं ज्ञानम्‌, ' इदं रजतमितिज्ञानमपरम्‌ ' इत्य- 
नुभवाभावात्‌ इत्यर्थः , ibid. 


अध्यासरूपं कार्यं स्वकारणमधिष्ठानगोचरसामान्यज्ञानमन्तरेण 
अनुपपद्यमानं aq तत्‌ कल्पयति, ततश्चाधिष्ठानखामान्य- 
ज्ञानरूपा इद्माकारद्रृत्तिः सिद्धथति — इत्यपि न मन्तब्यम्‌। 
अधिष्ठानसामान्यश्ञानस्य अध्यासकारणत्वे मानाभावात्‌ इत्यथः 

tbid. 
इद्मर्थस्य चक्षुरादिभिः सप्रयोगे सति रजतादिरूपस्य अध्या- 
सस्योत्पत्तिः नान्यथा इत्यनुभवसिद्धम्‌। तथा च उक्ता- 
न्वयव्यतिरेकाभ्यामधिष्ठानसामान्यज्ञानस्य रजताध्यासं प्रति 
कारणत्वं सिद्धयति। न च उक्तान्वयादिना सम्प्रयोगस्यै- 
वाध्यासकारणत्वं सिद्धयति न afamada वाच्यम्‌ | 
तथा सति अहङ्काराद्यध्यासे सम्प्रयोगासम्भवेन व्यभिचारापत्तेः। 
अतः सम्प्रयोगस्याध्याखं प्रति कारणत्वग्राहकाभ्यामेवान्बय- 
व्यतिरेकाभ्यां शुक्तिरजताद्यध्यासस्थले धर्मिश्चानस्येव सस्प्र- 
योगसाऽ्यस्य कारणत्वं कल्प्यते। तथा च अधिष्ठानसा- 
ग्ान्यज्ञानस्याऽ्यासकारणत्बे उक्तान्वयऽ्यतिरेकौ प्रमाण भत 


एवेति गूढाभिसन्धिः। i 
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21. 


22. 


23. 


24. 


25. 


27. 


28. 


... ... शुक्‍तीदमंशसंप्रयोगात्‌ प्रागपि तदवच्छिन्नचेतन्यरूप- 
प्रकाशस्य आवूतस्य सदूभावेन तदाप्यध्याखापत्तेः , 
SLS, p. 178. 


अभिव्यक्र्ताधिष्ठानस्फुरणं प्रातिभासिकाध्यासेष्वेच कारणम्‌ 
आचार्याणामभिप्रेतम्‌ | ata दोषसंप्रयोगसंस्काररूप कारणत्रय 
जन्यताया अध्यासभाष्यटीकाविवरणादिषु व्यवस्थापितत्वेन d- 
प्रयोगकारणताग्राहकप्रमाणलभ्याधिष्ठानापरोक्ष्यस्य तेष्बेच का" 
रणत्वसिद्धरित्यथः । ... ... रजताद्यध्यासस्य़ प्रातिभासिकत्वेन 
तदधिष्ठानापरोक्ष्याय संप्रयोगाधीनवृत्तरपेक्षितत्वादिति भावः | 
रि तथा च घमिज्ञानस्याध्यासकारणत्वे संप्रयोगकारण- 
ताग्राहकान्वयादेः प्रमाणस्य सत्वात्‌ बाधकाभावाच्च तस्या- 
ध्यासकारणत्वसिद्वी इदमाकारावृत्तिः सिद्धा इति भावः 

KA, p. 178. 
फवमपि प्रातिभा सिक़्शङ्कपीतिमकूप जलनेल्यादयध्यासाव्यापनात्‌ , 
SLS, p. 178. 
Vide: पवमपीति । अघिष्ठानापरोक्ष्यस्य प्रातिभासिकाध्यास- 
मात्रहेतुत्वे स्रीकृतेऽपीत्यथः KA, p. 178. 


घमिज्ञानकारणवादे हि प्रथमं इदमित्येवमाकारा वृत्तिरुदेति , 
तया च agar ahad शङ्कजलाद्यवच्छिन्नचैतन्ये पीत- 
नीलरूपादेरध्यासः इति प्रक्रिया। ibid, pp. 178-79. 


तत्र इदमाकारावृत्तिः किं शङखादिद्रव्यमात्रं विषयीकरोति , 


कि वा रूपविशिष्टं द्रव्यम्‌। ... ... द्वितीयेऽपि किं शुक्ल- 
रूपविशिष्टं द्रव्यं विषयीकरोति , किं वा आरोप्यरूपवि शिष्टम्‌ , 
ibid., p. 179. 


रूपाविषयकद्र्व्यचाक्ुषद़त्तिने संभवति , इतरथा वारवादेरपि 

चाक्षुषत्वापत्तः इति भावः, ibid. 

तदानीं शौक्लः्योपलस्भे च अध्यासाभावप्रसङ्गादिति भावः , 
ibid. 

आरोप्यरूपविशिष्टराडःखादिवृत्तरेब भ्रान्तित्वेन तस्याः धर्मि- 

ज्ञानत्वाभावात्‌, ibid. 
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CE. as प्रातिभासिकेष्वपि रजताद्यध्यासमात्रे निरुक्तो 
विरोषहेतुरास्ताम्‌ ... ... ACLS! peo) 


अधिष्ठानापरोक्ष्यबत्‌ संप्रयोगस्यापि पीतशाङ्काद्यध्यासेषु कारण- 
त्वानुपगमे संप्रयोगात्‌ प्रागपि पीतराङ्क इत्याद्यध्यासप्रसङ्गः , 
अतस्तत्परिहाराय तत्र सम्प्रयोगस्य कारणत्वमवश्यं वाच्यमित्यथः, 

KA, pp. 179-180. 


SR, संप्रयोगात्‌ प्राक्‌ पीतशङ्काद्यध्यासाप्रसङ्गाय तद्‌- 
cata दुष्टेन्द्रियसस्प्रयोगः कारणमित्यवश्यं वक्तव्यतया 
तस्येच सामान्यतः प्रातिभासिकाध्यासमात्रे लाघवात्‌ RTT- 
णत्वलिद्धी तत एव रजताद्यध्यासकादाचित्कत्वस्यापि निर्वाहात्‌ 
अधिष्ठानप्रकाशस्य सामान्यतो विशेषतो वाऽध्यालसकारणत्बस्या- 
fag: | SLS, pp. 179-180. 


ननु ` तस्येव सामान्यतः प्रातिभासिकाध्यासमात्रे लाघवात्‌ 


कारणत्वसिद्धौ ` इत्ययुक्तम्‌ । ... -.. साक्षिणि खप्नाध्यासे 
प्रातिभाखिकत्वस्य ससम्प्रतिपन्नतया तत्र उक्तव्यभिचारस्य 
हढत्वाच्च। ... ... प्रातिभासिकाध्यासमात्रे त्वदुकतलाघवेन 


अभिव्यकता धिष्टानप्रका शस्य कारणत्वौचित्यात्‌ । बाह्याध्यासेषु 
सम्प्रयोगस्य अध्िष्ठानचेतन्याभिव्यञ्जकब्रत्युत्पादकतया चारि- 
ताथ्यंसम्भवाच्च , KA, pp. 180-181. 


FRR प्रातिमालिक शङखपीतिमकूपजलनेल्याद्यासाव्यापनात्‌ , 
SLS, p. 178. 


ननु -- अध्यासात्पूर्वं द्रव्यमात्ररूपेण शक्कादिगोचरचाक्षुषवृत्ति- 
रुदेत्येच । द्रव्यगोचरचाक्षुषदगत्तौ रूपविषयकत्वनियमस्य AT- 
योजकत्वात्‌। न चेवं वाय्वादेरपि चाक्षुषत्वप्रसङ्गः। द्रव्य 
चाक्षुषे द्रब्यगतोद्‌भूतरूपस्य नियामकत्वात्‌ । अध्यासात्पूवं- 
काले द्रव्यग्रहणेऽपि शुक्तित्वादेरिव दोषवलात्‌ aiast- 
स्यापि शुक्लरूपमात्रस्य अग्रहणोपपत्तेश्च। तदुक्तम्‌ ATH- 
त्याम्‌ -- ' शाङ्खं च दोषाच्छादितशुकिलिमानं द्रव्यमात्रस्वरूपं 
शुहीत्बा › इति। KA, p- 179. 


Vidc: ‘ug च दोषाच्छादितशुक्लिमानमनुभवन्‌ ... › 
Bhamati, p. 21. 
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4l. 


42. 


Chapter X 


अस्तु वा तत्र शुक्लरूपविशिष्टशङ्कादिग्रहणम्‌ । तथापि नाध्या- 
सानुपपत्तिः। दोषवलेन रूपगतशुक््लत्वजातिग्रहणप्रतिवन्ध- 
मात्रेणापि तदुपपत्तः। तथा च प्रातिभालिकाध्यासेषु अभि- 
व्यक्ताधिष्ठानस्फुरणस्य व्यभिचाराभावात्‌ धर्मिज्ञानरूपा Zg- 
mamafa: सिद्वा भवति, KA, p. 179. 


पीतशङ्काध्यासस्थलेऽपि अधिष्ठानचेतन्या भिव्यञ्जकद त्तिसम्भ- 
घस्य दशितत्वाञ्च - इति चेत्‌, सत्यम्‌ - सूक्ष्मदृष्ट्या विचा- 
यंमाणे एवसेव। स्थूलदृष्ट्या तु संप्रयोगस्य लाघवात्‌ प्रति- 
भासिकाध्यासमात्रे कारणत्वमुक्तमिति मन्तव्यम्‌ , 

ibid., p. 181. 
साइश्यनिरपेक्षे अध्यासान्तरे अकारणत्वेऽपि तत्सापेक्षे 
रजताद्यध्यासे रजतादिसारर्यभूतरूपविरोषादिविशिष्टधर्मिज्ञान- 
रूपम्‌ अधिष्ठानसामान्यशज्ञानं कारणमवश्यं वाच्यम्‌ , 

SLS, p. 181. 


दष्टेन्दरियसंप्रयोगमात्रस्य कारणत्वे शुक्तिवत्‌ इङ्गालेऽपि तत्संभ- 
ata, tbid. 


ee साहश्यमपि विषयदोषत्वेन कारणम्‌ ... ... › 


Pu SS CS... अपेक्षितर्मापे सादृश्यं स्वरूपसदेव अध्या- 
सकारणम्‌ , तावता उक्तातिप्रसङ्गनिरासात्‌। न ज्ञातं सत्‌ 
कारणम्‌। तथा च न घर्मिज्ञानस्य कारणत्वलिद्धिः , 

KA, p. 181. 
Rash साइश्यश्रमे सति अध्याससद्भावात्‌ , 

SLS, p. 181. 
Vide: स्वरूपसतः कारणत्वे साहृश्यभ्रमादध्यासो न स्यात्‌। 
साइ शयश्रमस्थले स्वरूपसतः साहश्यस्य अभावात्‌ | अतः ATE- 
श्यज्ञानं भ्रमधरमाखाधारणं अध्याखकारणं वाच्यम्‌ इति तद्वि- 
शिष्टघर्भिश्ञानसिद्विः , A, p. 181. 


जलघिसलिलपूरेः दुरे नीलशिलातलत्वारोपदशनात , 
SLS, p. 181. 


--- --- तद्धेतोरेवेति न्यायात्‌ साइश्यन्ञानसामग्रयेव AEAT- 
सकारणमस्तु इति , ibid., pp. 181-182. 
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Vide: घर्मिज्ञानकारणतापक्षेऽपि तत्खामग्रीत्वेन दुष्टेन्द्रियसं- 
प्रयोगः अवश्यं वाच्यः। तथा च आवश्यकत्वात्‌ अध्यास- 
विरेषकारणतावच्छेक साहदशयन्ञानलामग्रीत्वमेव, न तु सा- 
हश्यज्ञानम्‌। ततश्च न घमिज्ञानसिद्धिः , KA, p. 181. 


क्षानसामग्रव्याः अर्थकारणत्वस्य क्वचिदप्यदष्टेः, ततः A- 
दश्यश्षानस्यैन लघुत्वाच्च, SLS, p, 182. 
Vide: धर्सिज्ञानकारणतामते हि घ्मिज्ञानं रजतादिरूपार्थो- 
त्पत्तौ कारणमिष्यते। तथा च तद्धेतोरेवेति न्यायेन afa- 
ज्ञानसामग्रीभूतसंप्रयोगस्य कारणत्बमुच्यमानं रजतायर्थोत्पत्ता- 
वेच भवेत्‌। तञ्च न संभवति, afria aa इव 
विषयोत्पत्तो कारणतायाः क्वचिदप्यक्लप्तत्वात्‌ इत्यर्थः , 
KA, p. 182. 


ooo oe aa: शश्रेऽपि शुञ्रकलधौतभृङ्गारगतेऽपि asd जल 
qq नैल्याध्यासः न मुक्‍ताफले इति व्यवस्थावत्‌ वस्तु- 
amaka शुक्तौ रजताध्यासः नेङ्गालादौ इति व्यवस्था; 
न तु साइश्यज्ञानानपेक्षणात्‌, SLS, p. 182. 


aa: पटखण्डे पुण्डरीकमुकुलत्वानध्यासेऽपि तत्रैव RAA- 
दिघटिततदाकारे तदध्यासदशनेन तदध्यासस्य IGANTA- 
मननुरुध्य साडद्यक्ञानभावाभावानुरोधित्वनिश्च्यात्‌ Aa- 
था अन्यदापि तत्र तदध्यासप्रसङ्गात्‌ , id. 

साइञ्यज्ञानस्य अध्यासकारणत्ववांदेऽपि विशेषदशंनप्रतिब- 
aig रजतादध्यासेष्वेव तस्य कारणत्वं वाच्यम्‌ › tid. 
विशेषदर्शनस्य च श्रमादिविरोधित्वेन तत्त्वम्‌ इति उक्तत्वात्‌ 


Didhiti on the Anumiti Prakarana of Tattvacintamani. 
p. 56. 


Vide: श्रमः विपरीतनिश्चयः , ८८८४८७६ p. 60. 


न तु तदप्रतिवध्येषु पीतशङखाद्यध्यासेषु , SLS, p. 182. 
Vide: नस्विति। ¦ पीतत्वासावव्याप्यशङ्कत्ववानयम्‌ ' 
इत्यादिरूपविदोषददांनाप्रतिबध्ये aca: | उक्तविशेषद्शंने स- 
त्यपि ` पीतःशङ्खः ? ... -.- इत्यध्यासददांनादिति भावः , 
KA, p. 183. 


T—11 


https://archive.org/details/muthulakshmiacademy 


82 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digtized by Muthulakshmi Research Academy 


Chapter X 


49° 


50. 


51. 


52. 


53. 
54. 


55. 


56. 


57. 


58. 


विरोषदशंनप्रतिवध्येषु च प्रतिबन्धकश्षानखामग्रथाः प्रतिवन्ध- 
कत्वनियमेन विशेषदशनसामग्रश्यपि aaga प्रतिवन्धिका ar 
च्या इति तत एव सरवव्यवस्थोपपत्तः कि METAMAN 
कारणत्वकल्पनया , SLS, p. 183. 
दूषकताबीजं तु समानवलविरोधिसामग्रीप्रतिबन्धेन निणंया- 
जनकत्वम्‌ , Tattvacintimani [Satpratipaksa prakarana] 

p. 1798, 
See Foot-note on p. 183 in the SLS. 
पक्षे साध्याभाववत्ताज्ञानं ग्राह्याभावावगाहित्वात्‌ अनुमितिं 
प्रति साक्षात्‌ प्रतिबन्धकम्‌ | तत्र साध्याभावव्याप्यवत्वश्षान 
प्रतिबन्धकन्ञानखामग्रीत्वेन अनुमितिप्रतिबन्धकमिति व्यवस्था 
प्रसिद्धा इत्यथः, KA, p. 183. 


००० ठत सयुक्तसमवायतः द्रव्येषु समवेतानाम्‌ , 
KARIKAVALI 59 &60. 

समवायाभ्युपगमाञ्च साम्यादनवस्थितेः BS, 2-2-13. 

तत्र संयोगसंयुक्ततादात्म्यादीनां सन्निकर्षाणां चैतन्याभिव्य- 

ञ्जकब्रत्तिजनने विनियोगः , VP, pp. 58-59. 


इज्ञालादी चश्चःसंप्रयुक्तं तदीयनैल्यादिरूपविरोषद्‌ शंनसा मश्री- 
सत्त्वात्‌ न रजताध्यासः, SLS, p. 183. 


शुक्त्यादावपि नीलभागादिव्यापिचक्षुःसंप्रयोगे तत्सत्त्वात्‌ न 

तद्ध्यासः , ibid. 

सहशभागमात्रसंप्रयोगो तदभावादध्यासः , ibid. 

Vide: तदभावादिति । नैल्यादिद्‌शनसामग्रघभावादित्यर्थः , 
KA, p. 184; 

* तदापि शुक्तित्बरूप विशेषदरंनसामग्रीसत्त्वात्‌ अनध्यासप्रसङ्गः 

> SLS, p. 184. 

Vide: तदापीति। सदहशभागमात्रसंप्रयोगकाले5पीत्य्थः | अः 

नध्यासप्रसङ्ग इति। तथा चाध्याखाभावप्रसङ्गपरिहाराय 

साडश्यज्ञानं दोषत्वेन अध्यासकारणं वाच्यम्‌ | ततश्च 

उकतदोषरूपप्रतिबन्धकखत्वात्‌ अप्रतिवद्धा शुक्तित्वद्शनसा- 


मग्री नास्ति, अतो रजताध्यास उपपद्यते इति धर्भिज्ञानकारण- 
वादि्नोऽभिसन्धिः , KA, p. 184. 
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अध्याससमये शुक्‍्तित्वदशंनाभावेन तत्पूच तत्सामग्रथभावस्य 
त्वयापि वाच्यत्वात्‌, SLS, p. 184. 


Vide: सहदृशभागमात्रसंप्रयोगक़ाले शाक्तित्वदशनसामग्रां 
चक्षुस्संयुकततादात्म्यलक्षणायां सत्यामपि अध्याखद्‌शंनेन तद्‌ 
नुरोधात्‌ शक्तित्वरूपविरोषदशनखामग्रथाः प्रतिबन्धको AN- 
ऽवश्यं वाच्य इति तावत्‌ सत्यम्‌। स च दोषः न 
साडश्यज्ञानं , किन्तु दूरत्वादिरेव। अतो दोषत्वेनापि न 
साद्दश्यश्ञानमध्यासकारणम्‌ इति न धर्मिज्ञानसिद्धिः इति 
तदपलापिनोऽप्यभिसन्धिः। KA, p. 184. 


समीपोपसपंणानन्तर रजतसाइश्यरूपे चाकचक्ये दृश्यमान 
एव शुक्तित्वोपलम्भेन तस्य तत्खामग्रीप्रतिबन्धकत्वासिद्धौ दूर- 
त्वादिदोषेण प्रतिबन्धात्‌ ...... तत्खामग्रथभावस्य वक्तव्यत्वात्‌ , 

SLS, pp. 184-185. 


एवं जलघिजले नियतनीलरूपाध्यासप्रयोजकदोषेण प्रतिव- 
न्घात्‌ दूरे नीरत्वव्यञ्जकतरङ्गादिग्राहकासमवधानेन च शीक- 
ल्यजलराशित्वादिरूपविदोषदशेनसामग्रयभावात्‌ नीलशिलात- 
लत्वाध्यासः , thid. 


Vide: जले नीलशिलातलत्वाध्यासे हि शकलरूपात्मकविरो- 
षद्रांनं जलराशित्वादिरूपविरोेषद्शांनं च प्रतिबन्धकम्‌ । ततः 
शकलरूपादिदशंनसामग्रथपि तत्र sfafar तथा च 
प्रतिबन्धकन्नानसामग्रथाभाचादेव तत्र नीलशिलातलत्वारोपः 
न .तु प्रथमं जले नैल्याद्यध्यासेन सादश्यज्ञानसंपत्तौ सत्यां 
aama नीलशिलातलत्वाध्यास KAA: ... ... salà- 
सलिले दूरे नैल्याध्यासवत्‌ समीपोपसपंणानन्तरमपि तद्‌- 
ध्यासो दझ्यते। अतः तस्य नियतत्वम्‌ gagra भवति 
— शक्लरूपात्मकविशेषदशंनसामग्री नियतनीलरूपाध्यासप्रयो- 
जकदोषेण प्रतिबद्धा। अतः खा अप्रतिबद्धा नास्ति। दूरत्व- 
दोषात्‌ जलराशित्वव्यश्जकतरङ्गादेः ग्राहकसमवधानं नास्ति। 
तेन जलराशित्वरूपविरोषदशंनसामग्री च नास्ति। तथा 
च द्विविधप्रतिबन्धकन्ञानसामग्रयभावांत्‌ जलधिसलिले नील- 
शिलातलत्वाध्यास उपपद्यते , #4, p. 185. 
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feat पटे परिणाहरूपविशेषददांनसामत्रीसत्वात्‌ न 
पुण्डरीकमुकुलत्वाध्यासः , क्ततादिधटिततदाकारे तद्भावात्‌ 
तद्ध्यास इति, SLS, p. 186. 


ननु दूरस्थस्यापि पुंसः कदाचित्‌ शुक्तौ शुक्तिप्रमायाः 
दशनेन दूरत्वस्यापि साइञ्यज्ञानस्पेच व्यभिचारः तुल्यः | 
seg तथा च दूरत्वादेरपि दोषत्वं न स्यात्‌। यदि च 
क्वचिदध्यासे कदाचित्‌ कश्चित्‌ दोष ' इति रीत्या दूर- 
त्वादेः दोषत्वेनाध्यासकारणत्वं समर्थ्यते, तदा ज्वालादौ 
साहश्यज्ञानरूपेणेव दोषेण ‘aa दीपज्वाला ' इत्या दिभ्रमस्य 
सर्वाडुभवसिद्धतया तस्यापि कदाचित्‌ रजताघ्यासादौ दोषत्वेन 
कारणत्वं दुर्वारम्‌ । ... ... तथा च सादश्यज्ञानस्य दोष 
त्वेन अध्यासकारणत्वमतनिराकरणमयुक्तमिति चेत्‌ , सत्यम्‌ । 
तथापि स्थलबुद्धिमाश्रित्येदमिति ध्येयम्‌। KA, p. 184. 


अत्रेदं वोध्यम्‌ - जलधिसलिलपूरे नीलशिलातलत्वारोपे 
syafaat विशेषदरनसामग्रथ maenas न ata- 
न्माचातू तदध्यासः | किन्तु जले नीलरूपाद्यध्यासेन नील- 
शिलातलसाइञ्यसंपत््यनन्तरमेच तदध्याखः। तथा च दरे 
नीलशिलातलत्वाध्यासबतां जलघिसलिलपूरसमीपोप सपंणान- 
T “ie — a जलधिसलिलपूरे मम दूरे नेल्य- 
्वल्यादिसास्येने नीलशिलातलत i इदानीं 

भ्रमो निवृत्त. इति। ibid., re We WR 


नन्वेव RIG लोहशकले तदीयनीलरूपविदोषद शेनसा मग्रथ- 
भावात्‌ रजताध्यासः कि न भवेत्‌ साद्श्यज्ञानानपेश्षणात्‌. 
इति चेत्‌, SLS, p. 186. 

Vide: साहश्यज्ञानकारणतामते हि चक्षुस्संप्रयोगस्थले चाश्नुषं 
साइश्यज्ञानं धर्मिक्षानत्वेन दोषत्वेन च रजताद्यध्यासोत्पत्ती 
कारणम्‌ । त्वगिन्द्रियसंप्रयोगस्थले च स्पाशांनं साहश्यज्ञानं 
उकतविधया रजताद्यध्यासोत्पत्तावेच कारणम्‌ । कवितार्ङि- 
कमते तु धर्मिज्ञानप्रसङ्गभीत्या सारश्यज्ञानं कुत्राप्यघ्यासे 
कारणं नाभ्युपेयते इति व्यवस्था। तथा च त्वगिन्द्रियेद्‌- 
मथसंप्रयोगेस्थले ्वर्दाममताध्यासकारणसत्त्वात्‌ स किं न 
स्यात्‌, AA, p. 186. 
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[रजताध्यासः] भवत्येव। किन्तु ताम्रादिव्यावर्तकविशेषद्शनः 
सामग्रथा अप्यभावात्‌ तदध्यासेनापि भाव्यमिति Fafara- 
नेकाधयासे संशयगोचरो भवति, SLS, p. 186. 


ननु क्वचित्‌ करतलस्पृष्टलोहशकले रजताध्यालाभावोऽपि 
इश्यते। स च ad मते न संमवति, विशेषद्शंनसाम- 
ग्रथभावस्य तत्रापि सत्वेन रजताध्यासापत्तेराचश्यकत्वात्‌ | 
मम तु साइश्यशानरूपकारणाभावात्‌ स न भवतीति वक्तु 
शक्यते , KA, p. 186. 
क्वचित्‌ सत्यपि साइश्यज्ञाने शुक्किदौ कदाचित्‌ करणः 
दोषाद्यभावेन अध्यासानुदयवत्‌ अध्यासानुद्येऽपि न हानिः , 
SLS, p. 186. 
ad तत्र तत्र ` खाहृश्यदोषात्‌ मम पूवमन्यथाश्रम आसीत्‌ , 
इदानीं स निवृत्तः? इति लोकव्यवहार एव सादश्यक्षानस्य 


दोषत्वेन अध्यासविरोषेषु कारणत्वसाधको द्रष्टव्य इति , 
KA, p. 185. 


aa: [अप्रतिबद्धेदमथेसंप्रयोगकारणात्‌ | भवन्त्या एव zaga: 
ुष्टेन्द्रियसंप्रयोयक्लुमिताविद्यापरिणामभूतस्वसमका लरजतविषय - 
aar अस्माभिरुच्यमानत्वात्‌ , SLS, p- 187. 

इद्‌मर्थसंप्रयोगस्य इद्‌माकारद्ृत्ताविव रजतगोचरवृत्तावहेतुत्वात्‌। 
ज्ञानसमक्रालोत्पञरजतस्य क्षानातू पूवं चक्षुस्सनिकर्षाभा- 
aal तथा च रजतगोचरवृत्तो सामग्र्यभाव पव इद्‌ 
ga: धर्मिमात्रगोचरतां व्यवस्थापयति , £4. p- 187: 


इदमर्थंत्रयोगस्य रजतगोचरवृत्युत्पत्तावपि हेतुत्वं संभवांत | 

ibid. 
cor अन्यसंप्रयोगादन्यगोचरवृत्युपगमे घरटेन्द्रियसंप्रयोगात्‌ 
पटगोचरवृत्यार्पात्तः ... ... , ibid. 


स्वगोचरवूत्तो स्वस्य स्वतादात्म्याश्रयस्य वा इन्द्रियेण सह 
संप्रयोगः कारणम्‌ इति कल्पनात्‌, तावता उकतातिप्रसङः 
गपरिहारोपपत्तेः ... --- रजतस्य इदमर्थे कल्पितत्वात्‌ रज- 
तता दात्म्याश्रयत्वमिदमथंस्य > परतादात्म्याश्रयत्वं तु न घटं- 
sha, पटस्य तत्रानध्यस्तत्वात्‌ इति भावः, ibid. 
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75, agn wad पश्यामि ! इति प्रातिभासिकरजतस्य a 
संप्रयोगाभावेऽपि चाक्षुषत्वानुभवात्‌, SLS, p- 187. 


76. प्रातिभासिकस्य रजतस्य फऐन्द्रियकत्वपक्षे अन्यसंप्रयोगस्य 
अन्यगोचरव्ृत्तिजनकत्वम्‌ एकं कल्पनीयम्‌। तथा MART- 
रणस्य सनिकषंस्य रजताद्यर्थोत्पत्तौ कारणत्वसपरं कल्प- 
नीयमिति गौरवमिति भावः, XA, pp. 187-188. 


77. इन्द्रियसंप्रयोगात्‌ इदमर्थमात्रगोचरा gfe: उदेति। तया च 
अध्यासं प्रति निमित्तकारणभूतया क्षुब्धा सति अविद्या 
रजताकारेण परिणमते। रजतस्य च इदमाकारञ्भत्यभिव्यक्तं 
इद्मर्थावच्छिन्नचैतन्यमधिष्ठानम्‌ । तथा च रजतं anata 
विनेव चेतन्यभास्यम्‌ ... ... तद्वृत्तेश्च कादाचित्कत्वात्‌ रज- 
ताद्यध्यासस्य कादाचित्कत्वमिति भावः, thid. 


"N 
78. ननु शुक्तिरजतस्य साक्षिभास्यत्वे चाक्षुषत्वानुभवविरोध इति , 
ibid. 
79. चाश्षुषत्वानुभवस्तु स्वभाखकचेतन्या भिव्यञ्जकेदं़त्तिजनकत्वेन 
परंपरया चक्षुरपेक्षामाज्ेण ... ... > SLS, p. 188. 


80. वस्तुतः इदमथेगतस्य इदंत्वस्य तत्रानुभूयमानस्य यथा शुक्तिः 
रजते Gang: तथा इदमर्थंगतस्य तन्नानुभूयमानस्य 
चाश्लुषत्वस्य शुकितिरजते संसर्गारोपः, K4, p. 188. 


81. पीतशङ्खभ्रमे चक्लरनपेक्षाप्रसङ्गात्‌। न हि तत्र शडःख- 
ग्रहणे च्षुरपेक्षा। रूपं विना केबलशङखस्य vga- 
त्वायोगात्‌ । नापि पीतिमग्रहणे। आरोप्यस्य ऐन्द्रियकत्बा- 
नभ्युपगमात , SLS, pp. 188-189. 

82. इदं चापाततः। पीतशङखश्रमादिस्थलेऽपि अध्यासप्राचीनं 
घर्मिगोचरचाध्युषवूत्तेः प्राणुपपादितत्वादिति मन्तव्यम्‌ , 

KA, p. 189. 

83. ... ... पीतिमा स्वरूपतो नाध्यस्यते, किन्तु नयनगतपि- 


न्तपीतिम्नोऽनुभूयमानस्य शङखे संसगंमात्रमध्यस्यते इति पीति- 
mamaria JÄMT ... ... SLES, p. 100. 


84. यथा जपाकुसुमादावचनुभूयमानस्य लौहित्यस्य स्फटिकमण्यादौ 
संखर्गाध्यासः dad, KA, p. 189. 
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किं नयनप्रदेशगत एव पित्तद्रव्ये पीतिमानुभवः कि वा शङ- 
ata प्राप्य तत्रस्थे fiag पीतिमानुभवः, ibid. 


शङखतत्संसगंयोः भानं किं पित्तपीतिमगोचरत्रृत्यभिव्यकतेन 
साक्षिणा, कि वा पीतिमसंसृष्टशडखगोचरवृत्यभिव्यकतेन 
साक्षिणा , ibid. 


नयनप्रदेशगतपितत्तपीतिमाकारब्वृत्यभिव्यक्तसाक्ष्यलंसगेण तयोः 
तद्भास्यत्वासंभवात्‌ , SLS, p. 189. 


पीतिमसंस्रष्टशडःखगोचरेकवृत्यनभ्युपगमात्‌ , ibid. 


तथा च पित्तपीतिमाकारवृत्या शङखदेशस्थस्यैच चैतन्यस्या 
भिव्यक्त्या शङखतत्खंसगंयोः arated संभवतीति भावः, 

KA, p. 189. 
gaiga इव पित्तोपहतनयनेन वीक्ष्यमाणे शङ्खे तदितरे- 
घामपि पीतिमधीप्रसङ्गात्‌ , SLS, pp. 189-190. 


ननु पित्तद्रव्यस्य नयनप्रदेशात्‌ विषयदेशं प्रति रामनावसरे यथा 
पिच्ञोपहतनयनेन नयनदेशमारभ्य विषयव्याप्तिपर्यन्तं पीतिमा 
gaat, तथान्यैरपि नयनसमीपे मध्ये च पीतिमा ग्रहीत- 
Aq शङखदेशेऽपि ग्रहीतु शक्यते नान्यथा ... ... यथा 
विहङ्गमः — पक्षी गगने उत्पतन्‌ उत्पतनावसरे YIN- 
moa येन पुंसा gad तेनैव गगनोपरिभागे दूरं गतोऽपि 
गह्यते नान्यैः तथा प्रक्ृतेऽपीत्यथंः, KA, p. 190. 


इष्टान्ते हि गगनोपरिभागे दूरे विहङ्गमं पश्यन्‌ कश्चिदन्यं 
प्रत्युपदिशति — ' मम चक्षुर्निकटे aagi चेत्‌ त्वयापि 
स विहङ्गमः द्रष्टं शक्यते? dal ख चान्यः तथा कृत्वा 
तं पश्यति, न तथा प्रकृते संभवतीत्यर्थः, ibid. 

एवमप्य तिधवलसिकतामयतलप्रवहदच्छनदीजले ACATEATA ... 


. अनुभूयमानारोप्यस्य वक्तुमशक्यत्वेन तत्र नैल्यसस्टष्टाधि- 


ानगोचरचाश्षुषद्रत्यनभ्युपगमे चश्चुरनुपयोगस्य दुष्परिहरत्वाञ्च, 
S SLS, p. 190. 


अत्र पीतशडःखजलनेल्याद्यध्यासेषु. आरोप्यपीतिमनेल्यादिसं- 
ष्टा िष्ठानगोचरचाक्षुषद्त्यनभ्युपगमेऽपि चक्षुरनुपयोगो न 
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95. 


96. 


97. 


98. 


99. 


100. 


101. 


दुष्परिहरः , शङ्खादिध्मिमात्रगोचरचाक्षुषद्त्तिसंभवस्य भाग्द- 
शितत्वादितिमन्तव्यम्‌ , KA, p. 190. 


PP, pp. 43-44. 
See SLS, p. 190. 


त्वगिन्द्रियजन्या धिष्ठानगोचरवृत्यभिव्यक्‍तचेतन्यभास्य तिक्तरसे 
परम्परयोपि रसनोपयोगामावेन तत्र कथमपि प्रकारान्तरेण 
रासनत्वानुभवसमर्थनासंभवात्‌ , SLS, p- 192. 


तिकतरसाध्यासस्थले तु अधिष्ठानाध्यासयोः पकेन्द्रियग्राह्यत्वाः 
भावात्‌ त्वगिन्द्रियजन्याधिष्ठानगोचरत्रृत्या तदवच्छिन्नचेतन्या- 
भिव्यक्तौ पित्तोपहतरखनसंप्रयोगादेब तत्र तिकतरखाध्यासः 
तन्मात्रविषयरासनवृत्तिश्च समकालमुदेतीति तिक्तरसस्य रास- 
नत्वमभ्युपगन्तव्यम्‌ , ibid. 


अध्यस्यमानतिक्ततां प्रति मधुरद्रव्यनिष्ठमघुररखस्य अधिष्ठान" 
त्वसंभवेन तदधिष्ठानभूतमधुररसग्रहणे तदपेक्षोप पत्तेः , 
KA, p. 191. 


पञ्चपादिकागतमधुरपदस्य मधुररससाघारणत्वेन तद्विरोधाभा- 
ara, ibid. 


यद्यपि anata केवलखाक्षिभास्येषु रसरूपादिषु रासनत्व- 
चाक्षुषत्वानुभचस्य आरोपरूपताया वक्यमाणत्वेन प्रकृतेऽपि 
तथा समथंनं संभवति, स्वाप्तपदार्थानामिव प्रातिभालिक- 
तिकतरखादेरपि इन्द्रियासनिक्ृष्टत्वेन सामग्रयभावस्य तुल्य- 
त्वात्‌, तथापि तं प्रकारमजानता ' तत्र कथमपि › इत्या- 
य॒क्तमिति ध्येयम्‌ , ibid., p. 192. 


तत्र कथमपि - See Note No: 96. 


ae. असंप्रयुक्तस्य रजतस्य चाक्षुषत्वे ' प्रत्यक्षमात्र 
विषयेन्द्रियसन्निकषंः कारणम्‌ ' , ` द्रव्यप्रत्यक्षे तत्संयोगः कारः 
णम्‌? , “ रजतप्रत्यश्षे Gada: कारणम्‌? इति rA- 
तानेककार्यंकारणभावनियमभङ्गः स्यात्‌ 


SLS, p. 192. 
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102. सन्निकषंत्वस्य संयोगाद्यनुगतस्य एकस्याभावेन आद्यनियमा- 
सिद्धेः, ibid. 


103. ‘arasa? इत्यादिप्रकारेण तत्रापि संख्याश्रयत्वश्नमेण 
द्रव्यत्वाध्याससंभवादित्यथः , KA, p. 193. 


104. ... ... खंयोगायोग्ये क्वचिद्द्रव्येऽपि द्रव्यत्वाध्याससंमवात्‌ 
व्यवहारदृष्टटया यत्‌ द्रव्यत्वाधिकरणं तद्विषयत्वेन ... ... द्विती- 
यनियमाविरोधात्‌ , ibid., p. 193. 


105. द्वितीयनियमरूपसामान्यकायकारणभावातिरेकेण विशिष्यापि का- 
येकारणभावकल्पनाया गोरवपराहतत्वेन तृतीयनियमासिद्धः , 
SLS, p. 193. 


106. तस्मान्नास्ति aacafaang:, ibid., p. 194. 


Vide: तस्मादिति। प्रथमतृतीयनियमयोरसिद्धत्वात्‌ द्वितीय- 
नियमस्य चासिद्धत्वात्‌ इत्यर्थः, KA, p. 194. 


107. सयोगाद्यन्यतमत्वम्‌ अनुगतमस्ति ... ... इति आद्यनियमवि- 
रोधो दुर्वार इति। ibid. 


108. ' ... शुक्तिरजतादौ घटादाविव स्वभावत पव द्रऽ्यत्वमस्ति। 
अन्यथा रजतत्वादिजातिरपि तत्र न स्यात्‌। न च इष्टापत्तिः। 
उत्तरत्र तत्र रजतत्वादिजातेः साधयिष्यमाणत्वात्‌। ततश्च 
` शुक्तिरजतादिकमपि व्यवहारदृष्ट्या द्रत्यत्वाधिकरणं भवति। 
व्यवहारदशायां शुक्तौ रजतबाघवत्‌ शुक्तिरजते द्रव्यत्व- 
रजतत्वादिवाधादरानात्‌। तथा च शुक्तिरजतादेः इन्द्रिया- 
संयुक्तस्य पेन्द्रियकडत्तिविषयत्वोपगमे द्वितीयनियमविरोधोऽपि 
दुर्वारः -.- --- ? › tbid. 

109. * प्रथमद्वितीयनियमविरोघस्य दुर्वारतायाः प्राशुक्तत्बात्‌ तदन्तः 
पातिव्यक्तिनियमविरोधस्यापि दुर्वारत्वा्च “ नास्ति Fad- 
नियमभङ्ग इत्ययुक्तम्‌ --- --- > ibid. 

110. किञ्चात्र कल्ूप्तनियमभङ्गेऽपि न दोषः। "इदं रजतं पश्यामि’, 
नीलं जलं पश्यामि? इत्यादेरनन्यथासिद्धस्याुभवस्य प्रथ. 


मग्रृहीतानामपि प्रत्यक्षमाचे विषयसन्निकषः कारणम्‌ इत्या- 
T— ] 9 
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111. 


112. 


दिनियमानां ब्यावहारिकविषये सङ्कोचकल्पनमन्तरेण उपपा- 
दनासंभवात्‌ , SLS, P- 194. 


anata केवलसाक्षिभास्येषु रजतादिषु चाध्छुषत्वानुभवस्येव 
अत्रापि आरोपरूपत्वकल्पनसंभवात्‌ अनन्यथासिद्धत्वमसिद्धम्‌ , 
क्ल॒प्तसामग्रथभावस्य स्वप्न इवात्रापि तुल्यत्वात्‌ , अन्यथा 
aask इन्द्रियव्यापारकल्पनाप्रसङ्गात्‌ , अनुभवविरोधे सति 
तत्काले तदुपरमश्रवणस्य अन्यथानयनोपपत्तेः , 

KA, p. 194. 
See Note No: 79. 
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About the Book 


i Three Little Known Advaitins is a ‘loctr:ra’ ८112913 
on the contribution to Advaita Vedanta by. Anubhitis- 
variipacarya, Advaitavidyacarya and Wavitarkika 
Cakravarti Nrsirnhabhattopadhyaya. The three writers 
happen to complement each other in their contribu- 
tions to the development of Advaita thought in all its 
aspects during the post-Sankara period. They also 
together represent an excellent instance of the relevance 
of the Nyaya school to Advaita. The discussion and 
assessment of each writer is supported by relevant 
passages from original texts, which are given at the 
end of the book. The book includes a general introduc- 
tion to the three writers, a bibliography and an index. 
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